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Appendix I 
Comments and Responses 

Introduction 
Copies of all comment letters received from public agencies, local jurisdictions, and the community 
are provided on the following pages. Each comment letter was assigned a number (see Table I-1); 
specific comments within each letter are identified by number.  

The comment letters are divided into the following categories for ease of sorting: 

 Agencies 

 Tribes 

 Businesses 

 Organizations 

 Individuals (including individual comment letters, post cards, and remarks from commenters 
who spoke at the public hearings)  
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Table I-1. Draft EIS Commenters in Alphabetical Order by Last Name 

Commenter Date Received Comment Letter Number 
Federal Agencies 
U.S. Department of the Interior 6/19/2014 F1 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 6/20/2014 F2 
Local Agencies 
City of Bellevue, Planning and 
Community Development 

6/5/2014 L1 

City of Bellevue, Planning and 
Community Development 

6/23/2014 L2 

City of Bellevue, Council 6/23/2014 L3 
City of Bellevue Fire Department 5/27/2014 L4 
City of Lynnwood 6/17/2014 L5 
City of Lynnwood, Historical 
Commission 

6/23/2014 L6 

Edmonds School District 6/18/2014 L7 
King County Department of Natural 
Resources and Parks 

6/20/2014 L8 

Metropolitan King County Council 6/20/2014 L9 
Tribes 
Muckleshoot Tribe 6/23/2014 T1 
Businesses 
Acura of Bellevue 6/23/2014 B1 
Adrenaline Watersports 5/28/2014 B2 
Barrier Audi 6/23/2014 B3 
Bellevue Brewing Company 6/21/2015 B4 
Boeing Employees Credit Union 6/20/2014 B5 
BMW of Bellevue 6/23/2014 B6 
Eastside Staple and Nail, Inc. 5/21/2014 B7 
Ferguson Enterprises 5/27/2014 B8 
Fireside Hearth & Home 6/20/2014 B9 
Geoline, Inc. 5/21/2014 B10 
Harsch Investment Properties 5/9/2014 B11 
JC Auto Restoration 6/22/2014 B12 
Kiki Sushi 6/4/2014 B13 
Law Offices of James R. Walsh 6/11/2014 B14 
LifeSpring (provided four individual 
letters/emails) 

5/21/2014–6/19/2014 B15 

Mayes Testing Engineers, Inc. 6/20/2014 B16 
MJR Development 6/22/2014 B17 
MOSAIC Children's Therapy Clinic Various B18 
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Commenter Date Received Comment Letter Number 
MRM Capital 6/3/2014 B19 
Pine Forest Development 6/18/2014 B20 
Realty Executives 5/19/2014 B21 
Rockwell Institute 5/19/2014 B22 
Vidible, Inc. 6/10/2014 B23 
Organizations 
Bellevue Downtown Association 6/23/2014 O1 
Bellmeade Association 5/31/2014 O2 
Cedar Valley Grange   O3 
Eastside Rail Corridor Regional 
Advisory Council 

6/20/2014 O4 

NAIOP Commercial Real Estate 
Development Association 

6/23/2014 O5 

Quality Growth Alliance 6/12/2014 O6 
Save Scriber Creek Park and Wetlands 
Group 

6/23/2014 O7 

Snohomish County Public Utility 
District No. 1 

6/20/2014 O8 

Winchester Estates Homeowners 
Association 

6/23/2014 O9 

Bridle Trails Community Club 6/2/2014 O10 
Individuals 
Devv Anderson 6/23/2014 I1 
Devv Anderson 6/23/2014 I2 
Devv Anderson 6/21/2014 I3 
Karen Anderson 6/21/2014 I4 
Laurel Anderson 6/23/2014 I5 
Rachel Anderson 6/23/2014 I6 
Christina Aron-Syzcz 6/23/2014 I7 
Kelly Bach 6/23/2014 I8 
Tom Bean 6/20/2014 I9 
Josh Benaloh 6/19/2014 I10 
Heidi Benz-Merritt 6/18/2014 I11 
J.A. Binder 6/23/2014 I12 
J.A. Binder 6/23/2014 I13 
Mollie Binder 6/23/2014 I14 
Ron Bromwell 6/16/2014 I15 
Jeff and Lynn Brown 5/14/2014 I16 
Anna Budai 6/23/2014 I17 
Emily Christensen 6/3/2014 I18 
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Commenter Date Received Comment Letter Number 
Seon Chun 6/4/2014 I19 
Charles Comfort 5/15/2014 I20 
Linden Clausen 6/10/2014 I21 
Ayele Dagne 6/2/2014 I22 
David J. 6/18/2014 I23 
Reiner Decher 5/20/2014 I24 
Michelle Deerkop 6/23/2014 I25 
Patti and Don Dill 6/14/2014 I26 
Beverly Dillon 6/23/2014 I27 
Debbie Dimmer 5/21/2014 I28 
Glenda and Paul Donlan 5/14/2014 I29 
Elna Duffield 6/3/2014 I30 
Millie English 6/23/2014 I31 
Jeff Finn 6/23/2014 I32 
Warren B. Funnel 6/22/2014 I33 
Brett Gibbs 5/12/2014 I34 
Kirby Gilbert 6/16/2014 I35 
Eric Goodman 6/20/2014 I36 
Richard Gorman 6/23/2014 I37 
Krista and Eric Hammer 6/11/2014 I38 
Paul Hartley 6/11/2014 I39 
Marian Hayes 6/10/2014 I40 
Stuart Heath 6/15/2014 I41 
Lisa Heilbron 6/16/2014 I42 
Kathleen Heiner 6/18/2014 I43 
Randel Herd 5/17/2014 I44 
Jenny Hill 6/23/2014 I45 
Amy Holan and Dan Conti 6/22/2014 I46 
Laura Hurdelbrink 6/5/2014 I47 
George and Pam Hurst 6/21/2014 I48 
Nancy Jacobs 6/23/2014 I49 
Patricia Janes 6/20/2014 I50 
Dave Johnson 6/8/2014 I51 
Pamela Johnston 6/18/2014 I52 
Heather Jones 6/11/2014 I53 
Scott Kaseberg 6/22/2014 I54 
Dori Kelleran 6/12/2014 I55 
Karen Kinman 6/23/2014 I56 
Will Knedlik 5/12/2014 I57 
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Commenter Date Received Comment Letter Number 
Edward Kudera 6/22/2014 I58 
Margaret Kuklnski 6/13/2014 I59 
Christin Kulinski 6/7/2014 I60 
Greg Kulseth 5/13/2014 I61 
Janet Kusakabe 5/12/2014 I62 
Randy Kwong 6/11/2014 I63 
Barbara LaFayette 6/12/2014 I64 
Charles Landau 5/19/2014 I65 
Laura Landau 6/16/2014 I66 
Ilona Larson 6/21/2014 I67 
Katie Lee 6/23/2014 I68 
Luanne Lemmer 6/13/2014 I69 
Janet Levinger 6/12/2014 I70 
Bill Lider 6/4/2014 I71 
William M. Lider 6/3/2014 I72 
Michael Link 6/19/2014 I73 
Margaret Maker 6/13/2014 I74 
Bobbie Maletta 6/12/2014 I75 
Frances Mandarano 6/12/2014 I76 
Janet Mandarano 6/14/2014 I77 
Christine Mantell 6/23/2014 I78 
Doug Mathews 6/18/2014 I79 
Denise McElhinney 6/23/2014 I80 
Paul McKee 6/22/2014 I81 
Alannah McKeehan 6/12/2014 I82 
Lorrie Meyer 6/12/2014 I83 
Melinda Miller 5/20/2014 I84 
Tricia Monoghan 6/23/2014 I85 
Mary Monoghan 6/20/2014 I86 
Eunice Nammacher 5/20/2014 I87 
Eunice Nammacher 6/10/2014 I88 
Janet Nicholas 6/13/2014 I89 
John Platt 6/8/2014 I90 
David Plummer 5/26/2014 I91 
David Plummer 6/5/2014 I92 
Mary Poole 6/12/2014 I93 
Will Poole 6/12/2014 I94 
Jack Price 6/6/2014 I95 
Jane Ramsay 6/8/2014 I96 
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Commenter Date Received Comment Letter Number 
Laurel Rand 6/23/2014 I97 
Laurel Rand 5/20/2014 I98 
Richard Rand 6/15/2014 I99 
Richard Rand 6/20/2014 I100 
Richard Rand 6/20/2014 I101 
Robert Rapp 5/17/2014 I102 
Sheila Reynolds 6/23/2014 I103 
Helen Ross 6/10/2014 I104 
Irina Rutherford 5/18/2014 I105 
Derek Saun 5/27/2014 I106 
John W. Shannon 5/12/2014 I107 
Pat Sheffels 5/21/2014 I108 
Uzma Siddiqi 5/14/2014 I109 
Elaine Smith 6/23/2014 I110 
Phyllis Smith 6/21/2014 I111 
Priti Soni 6/2/2014 I112 
Rene Spatz 6/9/2014 I113 
Janelle Steinberg 6/18/2014 I114 
Patti Straumann 6/13/2014 I115 
Penny and Rob Sullivan 6/22/2014 I116 
Richard Szeliski 6/11/2014 I117 
Carl Tacker 6/18/2014 I118 
Michael Tan 6/18/2014 I119 
Jaime Teevan 6/19/2014 I120 
Emily Turner 6/2/2014 I121 
Russell Underhill 6/23/2014 I122 
John Utz 6/10/2014 I123 
Linda Visser 6/17/2014 I124 
Carol Walker 6/23/2014 I125 
James Walsh 6/19/2014 I126 
Pamela and Scott Watson, Joyce and 
Jim Ganley 

6/23/2014 I127 

Mark Whitaker 5/24/2014 I128 
Roger White 6/23/2014 I129 
Linda Willemarck 6/12/2014 I130 
Patrick Wilson and Kim Hyo 6/5/2014 I131 
Individuals – Form Email 
Afzal, Robert 5/30/2014 I132 
Afzal, Ryan 5/30/2014 I132 
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Commenter Date Received Comment Letter Number 
Ahern, Michael 5/30/2014 I132 
Aigner, Rob 5/30/2014 I132 
Almoslino, Laurie 5/30/2014 I132 
Altenburg, Hillary 5/30/2014 I132 
Andonian, Brad 5/30/2014 I132 
Angelo, Cindy 5/30/2014 I132 
Angelo, Cindy 5/30/2014 I132 
Angerer, Christine 5/30/2014 I132 
Arbey, Kelli 5/30/2014 I132 
Arbey, Olivier 5/30/2014 I132 
Arend, Marie-Renee 5/30/2014 I132 
Arend, Marie-Renee 5/30/2014 I132 
Aron-Sucz, Christina 5/30/2014 I132 
Badenna, Melissa 5/30/2014 I132 
Badshah, Akhtar 5/30/2014 I132 
Badshah, Alka 5/30/2014 I132 
Barrera, Deann 5/30/2014 I132 
Bauer, Jaymi 5/30/2014 I132 
Bayley, Jaquie 5/30/2014 I132 
Bean, Steve 5/30/2014 I132 
Bear, Christy 5/30/2014 I132 
Beauchamp, Kristina 5/30/2014 I132 
Bedrosian, Brenda 5/30/2014 I132 
Bell, Ken 5/30/2014 I132 
Bennet, Todd 5/30/2014 I132 
Berdinka, Carol 5/30/2014 I132 
Berdinka, Ryan 5/30/2014 I132 
Berry, Jordan 5/30/2014 I132 
Bettilyon, Megan 5/30/2014 I132 
Bick, Nancy 5/30/2014 I132 
Bigelow, Cathy 5/30/2014 I132 
Bigelow, Jason 5/30/2014 I132 
Binder, James 5/30/2014 I132 
Binder, Mollie 5/30/2014 I132 
Bittunu, Rosalie 5/30/2014 I132 
Blake, Vanessa 5/30/2014 I132 
Blank, Sydney 5/30/2014 I132 
Bliven, Hunter 5/30/2014 I132 
Bodas, Samir 5/30/2014 I132 
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Boden, Christine 5/30/2014 I132 
Bold, Shawna 5/30/2014 I132 
Bottini, Ken 5/30/2014 I132 
Bouchand, Blaise 5/30/2014 I132 
Boucher, Michael 5/30/2014 I132 
Boulton, Alex 5/30/2014 I132 
Bowden, Brianna 5/30/2014 I132 
Braun, Julia 5/30/2014 I132 
Braun, Julia 5/30/2014 I132 
Brekke, John 5/30/2014 I132 
Brondello, John 5/30/2014 I132 
Brooks, Brian 5/30/2014 I132 
Brown, Jeff 5/30/2014 I132 
Brurns, Jason 5/30/2014 I132 
Bryan, Jennifer 5/30/2014 I132 
Buhlmann, Glen 5/30/2014 I132 
Bundren, Marianne 5/30/2014 I132 
Burdette, Jay 5/30/2014 I132 
Burdette, Jill 5/30/2014 I132 
Burdette, Jill 5/30/2014 I132 
Burks, Ramona 5/30/2014 I132 
Byrd, Lauri 5/30/2014 I132 
Cali, Meghan 5/30/2014 I132 
Camerer, Cassie 5/30/2014 I132 
Camerer, Cassie 5/30/2014 I132 
Carlson, Jeanne 5/30/2014 I132 
Carlson, Kyla 5/30/2014 I132 
Carter, Susan 5/30/2014 I132 
Chambers, Michael 5/30/2014 I132 
Chen, Tina 5/30/2014 I132 
Chen, Tina 5/30/2014 I132 
Chris, Kidwell 5/30/2014 I132 
Chun, Lynn 5/30/2014 I132 
Chung, Nhimy 5/30/2014 I132 
Ciliberti, Molly 5/30/2014 I132 
Cole, Alison 5/30/2014 I132 
Conti, Daniel 5/30/2014 I132 
Cook, Agnes 5/30/2014 I132 
Cooper, Brian 5/30/2014 I132 
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Coppola, Anthony 5/30/2014 I132 
Corbitt, Michael 5/30/2014 I132 
Cox, Laura 5/30/2014 I132 
Coy, Anna 5/30/2014 I132 
Cranswick, Ty 5/30/2014 I132 
Crewe, Karen 5/30/2014 I132 
Cudworth, Kelly 5/30/2014 I132 
Cunningham, Doug 5/30/2014 I132 
Dagne, Ayele 5/30/2014 I132 
Daiv, Gina 5/30/2014 I132 
Daly, Robin 5/30/2014 I132 
Dang, Tammy 5/30/2014 I132 
Dang, Chau 5/30/2014 I132 
Dang, Cindy 5/30/2014 I132 
Dang, Lam 5/30/2014 I132 
Dang, Minh 5/30/2014 I132 
Dang, Tran 5/30/2014 I132 
Daroczy, Eugen 5/30/2014 I132 
Daroczy, Eugen 5/30/2014 I132 
Davey, Katherine 5/30/2014 I132 
Davis, Anita 5/30/2014 I132 
Davis, Shawn 5/30/2014 I132 
Dawley, Karl 5/30/2014 I132 
Debruler, J. 5/30/2014 I132 
Dellinger, Melinda 5/30/2014 I132 
Delph, Taylor 5/30/2014 I132 
Derrington, Paula 5/30/2014 I132 
DeVoe, Shawn 5/30/2014 I132 
Dickerson, Craig 5/30/2014 I132 
Dimmer, Debbie 5/30/2014 I132 
Dimmer, Steven 5/30/2014 I132 
Dix, Dawn 5/30/2014 I132 
Dixey, Judy 5/30/2014 I132 
Do, Amy 5/30/2014 I132 
Do, Moon 5/30/2014 I132 
Dodd, Dezarae 5/30/2014 I132 
Dudunakis, Kenny 5/30/2014 I132 
Dudunakis, Kristina 5/30/2014 I132 
Duffield, Andrea 5/30/2014 I132 
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Dunlap, Stacy 5/30/2014 I132 
Dunlap, Todd 5/30/2014 I132 
Dunn, James 5/30/2014 I132 
Duryea, Natalie 5/30/2014 I132 
Dye, Marika 5/30/2014 I132 
Edwards, Duane 5/30/2014 I132 
Ekhoff, Lucy 5/30/2014 I132 
Ekhoff, Luke 5/30/2014 I132 
Fender, Fran 5/30/2014 I132 
Fessenden, Heather 5/30/2014 I132 
Finger, Shawn 5/30/2014 I132 
Finley, Nancy 5/30/2014 I132 
Fischer, Jennifer 5/30/2014 I132 
Fisher, Richard 5/30/2014 I132 
Fisher, Richard 5/30/2014 I132 
Fitzgerald, Greg 5/30/2014 I132 
Fitzgerald, Mary 5/30/2014 I132 
Friedman, Rob 5/30/2014 I132 
Frost, Kim 5/30/2014 I132 
Frost, Kim 5/30/2014 I132 
Fulmer, David 5/30/2014 I132 
Fulmer, Karen 5/30/2014 I132 
Garwood, Wanda 5/30/2014 I132 
Geisler, Andrea 5/30/2014 I132 
Gher, Donald 5/30/2014 I132 
Goldberg, Arin 5/30/2014 I132 
Goodling, Lindy 5/30/2014 I132 
Goodman, Andrew 5/30/2014 I132 
Goodman, Erica 5/30/2014 I132 
Goodman, Joshua 5/30/2014 I132 
Goodman, Joshua 5/30/2014 I132 
Goodman, Reica 5/30/2014 I132 
Goss, Brenda 5/30/2014 I132 
Grady, Lora 5/30/2014 I132 
Graham, Monica 5/30/2014 I132 
Grannum, Celeste 5/30/2014 I132 
Griebel, Ontie 5/30/2014 I132 
Guttigoli, Sheetal 5/30/2014 I132 
Guttigoli, Sheetal 5/30/2014 I132 
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Hackett, Qinjia 5/30/2014 I132 
Hambrick, Joanna 5/30/2014 I132 
Hamlin, John 5/30/2014 I132 
Hamlin, Rebecca 5/30/2014 I132 
Hammer, Krista 5/30/2014 I132 
Hansen, Norman 5/30/2014 I132 
Hara, Mitsuaki 5/30/2014 I132 
Harshman, Mike 5/30/2014 I132 
Hayden, Theresa 5/30/2014 I132 
Hayes, Marian 5/30/2014 I132 
Hinckley, Scott 5/30/2014 I132 
Hite, Ken 5/30/2014 I132 
Hodge, Al 5/30/2014 I132 
Hord, Sue 5/30/2014 I132 
Horvath, Valerie 5/30/2014 I132 
Hotchkies, Blair 5/30/2014 I132 
Hsu, Chungsu 5/30/2014 I132 
Hutson, Keith 5/30/2014 I132 
Hyland, Melissa 5/30/2014 I132 
Ichioka, Miyuki 5/30/2014 I132 
Imhoff, Ron 5/30/2014 I132 
Iyer, Krishnan 5/30/2014 I132 
Jacobson, Eric 5/30/2014 I132 
Jacobson, Gordon 5/30/2014 I132 
Jacobson, Julie 5/30/2014 I132 
Jacobson, Sandra 5/30/2014 I132 
Jarvis, Bill 5/30/2014 I132 
Jason, Black 5/30/2014 I132 
Jeong, Emi 5/30/2014 I132 
Johnson, David 5/30/2014 I132 
Johnston, Bryan 5/30/2014 I132 
Jones, Heather 5/30/2014 I132 
Jones, Kristin 5/30/2014 I132 
Jordan, Jeni 5/30/2014 I132 
Jordan, Samantha 5/30/2014 I132 
Kataoka, Aki 5/30/2014 I132 
Keasey, Eleanor 5/30/2014 I132 
Keasey, Robert 5/30/2014 I132 
Keck, Ian 5/30/2014 I132 
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Kell, A.J. 5/30/2014 I132 
Kelleran, Brett 5/30/2014 I132 
Kelleran, Brett 5/30/2014 I132 
Kelleran, Dori 5/30/2014 I132 
Kelley, Frank 5/30/2014 I132 
Kennewick, Mike 5/30/2014 I132 
Kennewick, Sandra 5/30/2014 I132 
Kennewick, Sandra 5/30/2014 I132 
Kennewick, Tara 5/30/2014 I132 
Keyes, Carrie 5/30/2014 I132 
Khorram, Hossein 5/30/2014 I132 
Kim, Brandon 5/30/2014 I132 
Kiser, Victoria 5/30/2014 I132 
Kjalighi, Kristin 5/30/2014 I132 
Kleiman, Greta 5/30/2014 I132 
Knipher, Marcia 5/30/2014 I132 
Koch, David 5/30/2014 I132 
Koch, Liz 5/30/2014 I132 
Kodama, Hirofumi 5/30/2014 I132 
Kolen, Mary Ann 5/30/2014 I132 
Korthuis, Luke 5/30/2014 I132 
Krill, Julia 5/30/2014 I132 
Kuklinski, Paul 5/30/2014 I132 
Kures, Maureen 5/30/2014 I132 
Landau, Laura 5/30/2014 I132 
Landau, Laura 5/30/2014 I132 
Larson, Ilona 5/30/2014 I132 
Lee, Katie 5/30/2014 I132 
Lee, Rob 5/30/2014 I132 
Leren, Cheryl 5/30/2014 I132 
Leuca, Ioan 5/30/2014 I132 
Levick, Angela 5/30/2014 I132 
Levick, Marc 5/30/2014 I132 
Levinger, Deborah 5/30/2014 I132 
Leyton, Carol 5/30/2014 I132 
Li, Shilong 5/30/2014 I132 
Li, Yan 5/30/2014 I132 
Lin, Mei-Jui 5/30/2014 I132 
Lin, Mei-Jui 5/30/2014 I132 
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Lind, Jeremy 5/30/2014 I132 
Loper, Greg 5/30/2014 I132 
Lorch, Jean 5/30/2014 I132 
Lovely, Jeff 5/30/2014 I132 
Low, Shannon 5/30/2014 I132 
Malaska, Ted 5/30/2014 I132 
Malone, William 5/30/2014 I132 
Mantell, James 5/30/2014 I132 
Marayart, Mark 5/30/2014 I132 
Marrs, Brad 5/30/2014 I132 
Marrs, Don 5/30/2014 I132 
Martin, John 5/30/2014 I132 
Martin, Margaret 5/30/2014 I132 
Martos, Fernando 5/30/2014 I132 
Matson, Thomas 5/30/2014 I132 
McCormick, Tim 5/30/2014 I132 
McCurley, Dennis 5/30/2014 I132 
McCurley, Marlene 5/30/2014 I132 
McCurray, Dawn 5/30/2014 I132 
McMurray, Darlene 5/30/2014 I132 
Medeck, Zach 5/30/2014 I132 
Medeck, Zach 5/30/2014 I132 
Merlder, Robert 5/30/2014 I132 
Messner, Betty 5/30/2014 I132 
Meyer, Ed 5/30/2014 I132 
Meyer, Linda 5/30/2014 I132 
Meyer, Lorraine 5/30/2014 I132 
Michaels, Joseph 5/30/2014 I132 
Miller, Melinda 5/30/2014 I132 
Minister, Juliet 5/30/2014 I132 
Minister, Juliet H. 5/30/2014 I132 
Moazzam, Azfar 5/30/2014 I132 
Moon, Andrew 5/30/2014 I132 
Moon, Andrew 5/30/2014 I132 
Moran, Kathryn 5/30/2014 I132 
Moran, Paul 5/30/2014 I132 
Moreno, Dave 5/30/2014 I132 
Myers, Sheri 5/30/2014 I132 
Nakhayee, Farah 5/30/2014 I132 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Commenter Date Received Comment Letter Number 
Nammacher, Eunice 5/30/2014 I132 
Navas, Max 5/30/2014 I132 
Navas, Parvoneh 5/30/2014 I132 
Nelson, Nancy 5/30/2014 I132 
Nelson, Ron 5/30/2014 I132 
Nguyen, Antony 5/30/2014 I132 
Nguyen, Chinh 5/30/2014 I132 
Nordberg, Sean 5/30/2014 I132 
Norton, Oswald 5/30/2014 I132 
Nudelman, Jeff 5/30/2014 I132 
Obermeyer, Michelle 5/30/2014 I132 
OBrien, Neil 5/30/2014 I132 
O'Connor, William 5/30/2014 I132 
Olson, Joann 5/30/2014 I132 
Olson, Terre 5/30/2014 I132 
Owings, Carla 5/30/2014 I132 
Panebianco, Matt 5/30/2014 I132 
Pardee, Greg 5/30/2014 I132 
Pederson, Kaj 5/30/2014 I132 
Pendano, Gina 5/30/2014 I132 
Pere, Molly 5/30/2014 I132 
Pere, Peter 5/30/2014 I132 
Pfau, Lea 5/30/2014 I132 
Phillips, Dan 5/30/2014 I132 
Platt, John 5/30/2014 I132 
Pollock, Sandra 5/30/2014 I132 
Pomeroy, Charles 5/30/2014 I132 
Pomeroy, Susan 5/30/2014 I132 
Poole, Mary Lynne 5/30/2014 I132 
Poole, William 5/30/2014 I132 
Price, Kelley 5/30/2014 I132 
Ramous, John 5/30/2014 I132 
Ramsay, Jane 5/30/2014 I132 
Rand, Richard 5/30/2014 I132 
Randq, Laurel 5/30/2014 I132 
Ranganathan, Mohan 5/30/2014 I132 
Ranganathan, Mohan 5/30/2014 I132 
Raschella, J.T. 5/30/2014 I132 
Raschella, Sue 5/30/2014 I132 
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Raschko, Michele 5/30/2014 I132 
Rawas, Henry 5/30/2014 I132 
Reass, Marcia 5/30/2014 I132 
Reass, Ray 5/30/2014 I132 
Reilly, Scott 5/30/2014 I132 
Reiner, Joe 5/30/2014 I132 
Remy, Julia 5/30/2014 I132 
Reynolds, Sheila 5/30/2014 I132 
Richman, Delilah 5/30/2014 I132 
Richterm-Bhargava, H. 5/30/2014 I132 
Riffle, Amy 5/30/2014 I132 
Ringelberg, James 5/30/2014 I132 
Rios, Dianne 5/30/2014 I132 
Roberts, Patty 5/30/2014 I132 
Romney, Cindy 5/30/2014 I132 
Rooney, Susan 5/30/2014 I132 
Roskelley, Robert 5/30/2014 I132 
Ruvinsky, Ilene 5/30/2014 I132 
Salo, Michael 5/30/2014 I132 
Salvo, Eugenia 5/30/2014 I132 
Sato, Lisa 5/30/2014 I132 
Saunders, Laurie 5/30/2014 I132 
Saxena, Amrita 5/30/2014 I132 
Saxena, Smriti 5/30/2014 I132 
Saxena, Sonam 5/30/2014 I132 
Schuyleman, Linda 5/30/2014 I132 
Schwab, Danya 5/30/2014 I132 
Scutz, Robyn 5/30/2014 I132 
Seager, Jeremy 5/30/2014 I132 
Shah, Parul 5/30/2014 I132 
Shirazi, Leila 5/30/2014 I132 
Sidwell, Janice 5/30/2014 I132 
Singh, Stephenie 5/30/2014 I132 
Singh-Molares, Anil 5/30/2014 I132 
Smith, Catherine 5/30/2014 I132 
Smith, Delores 5/30/2014 I132 
Smith, Drew 5/30/2014 I132 
Sobotka, Jeff 5/30/2014 I132 
Soong, Judy 5/30/2014 I132 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Commenter Date Received Comment Letter Number 
Sparks, Kelly 5/30/2014 I132 
Sparks, Mark 5/30/2014 I132 
Spieker, Martha 5/30/2014 I132 
Spieker, Martha 5/30/2014 I132 
Stein, Eric 5/30/2014 I132 
Stella, Ray 5/30/2014 I132 
Stevenson, Brian 5/30/2014 I132 
Stewart, Bill 5/30/2014 I132 
Stoppleworth, Paul 5/30/2014 I132 
Straumann, John 5/30/2014 I132 
Straumann, Patti 5/30/2014 I132 
Sullam, Bert 5/30/2014 I132 
Sullivan, Pendelton 5/30/2014 I132 
Sullivan, Robert 5/30/2014 I132 
Sweeney, Sheldon 5/30/2014 I132 
Tamimi, Nagwa 5/30/2014 I132 
Tay, Art 5/30/2014 I132 
Tempelis, Andrew 5/30/2014 I132 
Tempelis, Sara 5/30/2014 I132 
Tenhulzen, Michael 5/30/2014 I132 
Tenhulzen, Traci 5/30/2014 I132 
Terry, Tina 5/30/2014 I132 
Terziyski, Amy 5/30/2014 I132 
Terziyski, George 5/30/2014 I132 
Thompson, Bernie 5/30/2014 I132 
Thompson, Bernie 5/30/2014 I132 
Thompson, Cheryl 5/30/2014 I132 
Tish, Laurie 5/30/2014 I132 
Tish, Mick 5/30/2014 I132 
Titus, Tobin 5/30/2014 I132 
Toelle, Michael 5/30/2014 I132 
Toimil, Lawrence 5/30/2014 I132 
Torres, Max 5/30/2014 I132 
Tripathi, Dhananjay 5/30/2014 I132 
Tschan, Ann 5/30/2014 I132 
Valley, Ernie 5/30/2014 I132 
Van Dyke, Roma 5/30/2014 I132 
Van Vechten, Bradley 5/30/2014 I132 
VanDyke, Cliff 5/30/2014 I132 
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Veach, Eric 5/30/2014 I132 
Visser, Angela 5/30/2014 I132 
Visser, Linda 5/30/2014 I132 
Visser, Roger 5/30/2014 I132 
Vlcek, Rose 5/30/2014 I132 
Vu, Luan 5/30/2014 I132 
Walker, Carol 5/30/2014 I132 
Walker, Harry 5/30/2014 I132 
Watkins, Susan 5/30/2014 I132 
Wertheimer, Christine 5/30/2014 I132 
White, Greg 5/30/2014 I132 
White, Greg 5/30/2014 I132 
White, Lori 5/30/2014 I132 
Wilkins, Emmanuel 5/30/2014 I132 
Williams, Adam 5/30/2014 I132 
Williams, Adam 5/30/2014 I132 
Williams, Angela 5/30/2014 I132 
Wilson, Craig 5/30/2014 I132 
Wingard, Gretchen 5/30/2014 I132 
Wolsky, Brittni 5/30/2014 I132 
Wong, Alicia 5/30/2014 I132 
Worrall, Mariella 5/30/2014 I132 
Wright, Joseph 5/30/2014 I132 
Wu, Zhanbing 5/30/2014 I132 
Xia, Ken 5/30/2014 I132 
Yan, Kangrong 5/30/2014 I132 
Young, Andrew 5/30/2014 I132 
Young, Hannah 5/30/2014 I132 
Zhao, Qin 5/30/2014 I132 
Zofia, Z 5/30/2014 I132 
Public Hearing 
George Gonzalez 6/5/2014 PH1-1 
Tiffiny Brown 6/5/2014 PH1-2 
Matt Terry 6/5/2014 PH1-3 
Matt Terry 6/5/2014 PH1-4 
Jeff Myrter 6/5/2015 PH1-5 
Jeff Myrter 6/5/2014 PH1-6 
Rob Aigner 6/5/2014 PH1-7 
Jeanne Muir 6/5/2014 PH1-8 
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Jeanne Muir 6/5/2014 PH1-9 
Grant Degginger 6/5/2014 PH1-10 
Grant Degginger 6/5/2014 PH1-11 
Vikki Orrico 6/5/2014 PH1-12 
Hayley Bonsteel 6/5/2014 PH1-13 
Hayley Bonsteel 6/5/2014 PH1-14 
Hayley Bonsteel 6/5/2014 PH1-15 
Laura Hurdelbrink 6/5/2014 PH1-16 
Laura Hurdelbrink 6/5/2014 PH1-17 
Howard Katz 6/5/2014 PH1-18 
Howard Katz 6/5/2014 PH1-19 
Hallenbeck Mark 6/5/2014 PH1-19.5 
Amy Terziyski 6/5/2014 PH1-20 
Amy Terziyski 6/5/2014 PH1-21 
Amy Terziyski 6/5/2014 PH1-22 
Glenn Christy 6/5/2014 PH1-23 
Andrea Duffield 6/5/2014 PH1-24 
Andrea Duffield 6/5/2014 PH1-25 
Cindy Angelo 6/5/2014 PH1-26 
Loretta Lopez 6/5/2014 PH1-27 
Loretta Lopez 6/5/2014 PH1-28 
Don Davidson 6/5/2014 PH1-29 
John Hempelmann 6/5/2014 PH1-30 
Ayele Dagne 6/5/2014 PH1-31 
David Plummer 6/5/2014 PH1-32 
David Plummer 6/5/2014 PH1-33 
David Plummer 6/5/2014 PH1-34 
Patrick Bannon 6/5/2014 PH1-35 
Daniel Renn 6/5/2014 PH1-36 
Roger White 6/5/2014 PH1-37 
Mark Byrski 6/5/2014 PH1-38 
Mark Byrski 6/5/2014 PH1-39 
William Lider 6/3/2014 PH2-1 
William Lider 6/3/2014 PH2-2 
William Lider 6/3/2014 PH2-3 
Sharon Steele 6/3/2014 PH2-4 
Sharon Steele 6/3/2014 PH2-5 
Sharon Steele 6/3/2014 PH2-6 
Sharon Steele 6/3/2014 PH2-7 
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Sharon Steele 6/3/2014 PH2-8 
Loren Simmonds 6/3/2014 PH2-9 
Loren Simmonds 6/3/2014 PH2-10 
Loren Simmonds 6/3/2014 PH2-11 
Loren Simmonds 6/3/2014 PH2-12 
Loren Simmonds 6/3/2014 PH2-13 
Loren Simmonds 6/3/2014 PH2-14 
Stewart Mhyre 6/3/2014 PH2-15 
Lisa Lotz 6/3/2014 PH2-16 
Mike McClure 6/3/2014 PH2-17 
Mike McClure 6/3/2014 PH2-18 
Mike McClure 6/3/2014 PH2-19 
Mike McClure 6/3/2014 PH2-20 
Mike McClure 6/3/2014 PH2-21 
Paula Guhl 6/3/2014 PH2-22 
Paula Guhl 6/3/2014 PH2-23 
Anonymous 1 None Provided PH3-1 
Eric Hansen None Provided PH3-2 
Eric Hansen None Provided PH3-3 
Eric Hansen None Provided PH3-4 
Anonymous 2 None Provided PH3-5 
Anonymous 3 None Provided PH3-6 
Christopher Ray None Provided PH4-1 
Christopher Ray None Provided PH4-2 
Christopher Ray None Provided PH4-3 
Christopher Ray None Provided PH4-4 
Sandy Phillips None Provided PH4-5 
Mark Byrski None Provided PH4-6 
Mark Byrski None Provided PH4-7 
Mark Byrski None Provided PH4-8 
Mark Byrski None Provided PH4-9 
Anonymous 4 None Provided PH4-10 
Anonymous 5 None Provided PH4-11 
Anonymous 6 None Provided PH4-12 
Anonymous 7 None Provided PH4-13 
Anonymous 7 None Provided PH4-14 
Anonymous 7 None Provided PH4-15 
Anonymous 7 None Provided PH4-16 
Anonymous 7 None Provided PH4-17 
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Anonymous 7 None Provided PH4-18 
Dave Perrin None Provided PH4-19 
William Lindsey None Provided PH4-20 
William Lindsey None Provided PH4-21 
William Lindsey None Provided PH4-22 
William Lindsey None Provided PH4-23 
William Lindsey None Provided PH4-24 
William Lindsey None Provided PH4-25 
William Lindsey None Provided PH4-26 
William Lindsey None Provided PH4-27 
William Lindsey None Provided PH4-28 
Post Cards 
Mike Bell 6/3/2014 PC1 
Jessie Amsted 6/3/2014 PC2 
Irene Kotukk 6/14/2014 PC3 
Sheri Proffitt 6/5/2014 PC4 
Charles Holt 6/3/2014 PC5 
Michele Partin 6/3/2014 PC6 
Katie Miller 6/7/2014 PC7 
Amanda Braddock 6/3/2014 PC8 
Sheri Myers 6/5/2014 PC9 
Lawrence Duffield 6/1/2014 PC10 
George Terziyski 5/3/2014 PC11 
Teresa Sereno 5/3/2014 PC12 
Pablos H 6/4/2014 PC13 
Caitlin Sullivan 6/5/2014 PC14 
Elizabeth Schroeder 6/5/2014 PC15 
Kristin Barron 6/4/2014 PC16 
Diane Keck-Katona 5/31/2014 PC17 
Elma Duffield 6/1/2014 PC18 
Greg McClellan 6/3/2014 PC19 
Amy Terziyski 6/5/2014 PC20 
Larry Snyder None Provided PC21 
Eric Jorgensen 6/3/2014 PC22 
Mansi Dalal 6/3/2014 PC23 
Terre Olson 6/3/2014 PC24 
Justin Cox 6/1/2014 PC25 
Julie Jacobson 6/4/2014 PC26 
Kevin Katona 5/31/2014 PC27 
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Suzanne Hight 6/3/2014 PC28 
Ed Scripps 6/3/2014 PC29 
Jeannine Alexander 5/31/2014 PC30 
Ron Nelson 6/5/2014 PC31 
Nicholas Merryman 6/3/2014 PC32 
Rob Aigner 6/5/2014 PC33 
Ben Gulliford 6/1/2014 PC34 
Dan Linthicum 5/30/2014 PC35 
Sam Lowell 6/3/2014 PC36 
Candice Duffield 6/2/2014 PC37 
Tamara T. 6/3/2014 PC38 
Mimi Grant 6/3/2014 PC39 
Anthony Phimphalavong 6/3/2014 PC40 
Cindy Angelo 6/5/2014 PC41 
Lisa Sabin 5/3/2014 PC42 
Arden James 6/1/2014 PC43 
Diane Keck-Katona 6/1/2014 PC44 
Jennifer Jessup 6/6/2014 PC45 
Megan Larson 6/5/2014 PC46 
Menjke Li 6/13/2014 PC47 
Mary Lorette Beck 6/11/2014 PC48 
Zara Sarkisova 6/20/2014 PC49 
Wendy Kay Donnahoo 6/18/2014 PC50 
Karen Gagne None Provided PC51 
Heather Burton 6/11/2014 PC52 
Michelle Chappon 6/5/2014 PC53 
Joshua Chamuler 6/1/2014 PC54 
Tessa J. Woodyard None Provided PC55 
Karen Escano 6/10/2014 PC56 
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Agencies (Federal, State, and Local) 
Letter F1, U.S. Department of the Interior 
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Responses to Letter F1, U.S. Department of the Interior 

Response to Comment F1-1 

Comment stating that the agency has no comments at this time has been noted.  

Response to Comment F1-2 

Comment stating that the agency has no comments at this time has been noted.  
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Letter F2, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
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Responses to Letter F2, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Response to Comment F2-1 

Comment rating the Lynnwood Alternative as an EC-2 (Environmental Concerns, Insufficient 
Information) and three alternatives in Bellevue as LO (Lack of Objections) has been noted.  

Response to Comment F2-2 

Comment noted. The analysis of potential construction and operational impacts on the Scriber Creek 
wetlands is provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.6), of the Final EIS, 
including the potential for 1.6 to 1.8 acres of permanent impact on the western side of Wetland N1-1 
(reducing the wetland size by 9% to 10.5%). Section 3.9.3.4 of the Final EIS identifies the Scriber 
Creek wetland as a Priority Habitat in the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) 
Priority Habitat and Species Database and as a City of Lynnwood Critical Habitat. Impacts related to 
the wetland’s water quality and hydrologic functions, including its connection with Scriber Creek 
and Scriber Creek Park, are described. The wetland’s habitat functions, including temporal loss and 
shifts in vegetation communities from forested to scrub-shrub as a result of the elevated guideways 
across the center of the wetland, are disclosed in Chapter 3, Section 3.9.4.6, of the Final EIS. Please 
also see response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment F2-3 

The wetland analyses in the Draft and Final EIS were based on conceptual engineering. They 
estimate impacts conservatively, without attempting to judge the effectiveness of potential 
avoidance and minimization measures. Because the analyses are intended primarily to help decision 
makers compare the impacts of the alternative, they lack the detail required to support an actual 
permit application. Although the Final EIS analysis is more refined than that of the Draft EIS and 
some field delineations have been performed, a Section 404(b)(1) analysis would be premature at 
this time given the level of design information, the agency coordination conducted, and the potential 
avoidance measures that could be incorporated at this time. The Final EIS identifies which 
alternative would have the lowest level of wetland impact. If the Sound Transit Board finds it 
appropriate for the project, Sound Transit will prepare a 404(b)(1) analysis as part of project 
permitting. The Sound Transit Board identified the BNSF Alternative as the Preferred Alternative for 
the Final EIS. This build alternative has the least wetland impact. 

Response to Comment F2-4 

Comment stating that the BNSF Alternative appears to be the Environmentally Preferred Alternative 
has been noted. Also noted the comment stating that the SR 520 Alternative, with design 
modifications, including removing the fish barriers and daylighting Goff Creek, could also serve as an 
Environmentally Preferred Alternative.  

Response to Comment F2-5 

Please see the response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment F2-6 

Please see response to Comment F2-3.  

Response to Comment F2-7 

Comment noted. Please see response to Comment F2-3.  
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Letter L1, City of Bellevue, Planning and Community Development  
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Responses to Letter L1, City of Bellevue, Planning and Community 
Development 

Response to Comment L1-1 

Comment noted. Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Section 3.3.4), of the Final EIS acknowledges that 
the OMSF alternatives in the Bel-Red area are generally not consistent with the Bel-Red Subarea 
Plan land use policy. The Bel-Red zoning designations conditionally allow “Rail Transportation: 
right-of-way, yards, terminals, and maintenance shops,” subject to Sound Transit obtaining a 
Conditional Use Permit from the City of Bellevue.  

Sound Transit Board Motion M2014-51 directed the staff to prioritize and incorporate agency and 
community transit-oriented development (TOD) potential consistent with Sound Transit TOD policy 
(Resolution No. R2012-24). Since the Draft EIS, the site design and layout of the Preferred 
Alternative has been refined to incorporate key concepts identified during the Urban Land Institute 
and stakeholder work, as well as ongoing coordination with the City of Bellevue. In addition, the 
Preferred Alternative includes project elements identified during the stakeholder process that make 
the OMSF more compatible with the Bel-Red Subarea Plan vision and policies. Chapter 2, Alternatives 
Considered (Section 2.6.1), of the Final EIS describes the changes to the Preferred Alternative that 
incorporate TOD potential and make the OMSF more compatible with the Bel-Red Subarea Plan 
vision. 

Please also see responses to Common Comments 10 through 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L1-2 

Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Section 3.3.3.1), of the Final EIS acknowledges the purpose and 
goals of the Bel-Red Subarea Plan. Section 3.3.4 discusses impacts from the conversion of lands in 
the Bel-Red subarea to public transportation uses (Section 3.3.4.2) and indicates that the OMSF is 
generally not consistent with the Bel-Red Subarea Plan land use policy (Sections 3.3.4.3, 3.3.4.4, and 
3.3.4.5). However, Bel-Red Subarea Plan Policy S-BR-70 states that the City of Bellevue will “work 
with Sound Transit to determine the need for a future light rail maintenance facility in Bel-Red and, 
if needed, locate it where compatible with planned land uses and transportation facilities and 
services” (City of Bellevue 2009). Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Economics, summarizes the anticipated 
impacts of the build alternatives on local and regional economies from business displacements and 
changes in tax revenue. Opportunity costs are not required to be evaluated, but they are discussed in 
Section 3.4.5 of the Final EIS. Please see responses to Common Comments 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, and 17 
in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L1-3 

Please see the response to Common Comment 3 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
and Appendix F.1, Additional Detail on the Two-Site OMSF Option, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment L1-4 

Sound Transit received the City’s November 6, 2012, comment letter during the environmental 
scoping period for the project. These comments were considered by the Sound Transit Board in 
identifying alternatives to study in the OMSF EIS (Motion M2012-82). 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Letter L2, City of Bellevue, Planning and Community Development   
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Page 1 01TOD Best Practice

Transit Oriented Development Best Practices

Draft EIS Section Section No. Page No. Exhibit/Table No. Comment
Executive Summary Areas of Controversy and 

Issues to be Resolved
S-24 Additonal area of controversy and issue to be resolved: Delivering OMSF 

consistent with Sound Transit's  TOD policies.

Ch.1 Purpose and 
Need

Project Goals and 
Objectives

1.3 Under Transportation Goal, edit sub-bullet: Locate a facility that supports transit 
use and provides efficient and reliable service.

3.3 Land Use 3.3.1 3.3-1 Include  the Sound Transit TOD Policy included as a governing document.

3.3 Land Use 3.3.4.2 3.3-14 States that all build alternative sites are located near future light rail lines and 
within .5 mile of a future light rail station.   Are there any best practices for how 
close a maintenance facility should be located to a rail station and associated 
transit-oriented development?

3.5 Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, 
and Neighborhoods

3.5.4.4 3.5-11 A transportation use of this type is not compatible with the  uses  planned and 
under construction in the surrounding neighborhood. Community quality and 
character would be adversely impacted by this use. 

3.5 Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, 
and Neighborhoods

3.5.6 3.5-13 Mitigation measures would be needed at the SR 520 site  related to social 
impacts, community and neighborhood, including measures to activate the 
streetfront on NE 20th and 130th Ave NE. 

3.5 Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, 
and Neighborhoods

3.5.6 3.5-13 Mitigation measures would be needed at the BNSF site  related to social 
impacts, community and neighborhood, including measures to activate the 
streetfront on 120th Ave NE. 

Ch.4 Alternatives 
Analysis

4.3 4-11 Additonal area of controversy and issue to be resolved: Delivering OMSF 
consistent with Sound Transit's  own TOD policies.

Sound Transit Link Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility (OMSF) 

Transit Oriented Development Best Practices

1. TOD Best Practices: comments respond to the DEIS not supporting Transit Oriented Development Best Practices and the Bel Red Vision.

City of Bellevue

L2-9

L2-10

L2-11

L2-12

L2-13

L2-8

L2-14

L2-15
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Be creative and flexible in reducing the OMSF footprint and impacts

Draft EIS Section Section No. Page No. Exhibit/Table No. Comment
Ch.4 Alternatives 
Analysis

4-1 P. 4-1 (OMSF DEIS) states, “This evaluation takes into account differences in the 
alternative locations and facility designs … including the ability to avoid or 
mitigate  environmental impacts….”  {emphasis added}.  The hierarchy is first to 
avoid, second to minimize and third to rectify the impact of the project, 
according to SEPA.   This DEIS does not explore ways to minimize  impacts.  The 
City of Bellevue has repeatedly and consistently requested that Sound Transit 
explore ways to minimize the footprint and thereby the potential impacts of the 
site alternatives.  The DEIS contains a summary of the work done by the panel 
from the Urban Land Institute but it did not explore ways to minimize the 
footprint and the strategies for adding back development potential was not 
incorporated into the analysis in a way that evaluates their ability to mitigate 
land use or other impacts.

Ch.4 Alternatives 
Analysis

4-7
The project costs do not appear to include any offset for the sale of the 
redevelopment acreage on any of the sites.  In the case of the Lynnwood site, 
there would be 9 to 13 acres available for redevelopment after the project is 
constructed.  The capital investment in the BNSF site alternatives could also be 
offset if the amount of surplus land could be increased by minimizing the 
footprint of the OMSF. 

3.2 Acquisitions, 
Displacements, and 
Relocations 3.2.6 3.2-11

DEIS does not include any fully developed alternatives  to address the potential 
to minimize impacts by redesigning or reducing the size of the facility. Also, DEIS 
does not include any mitigation measures that address the potential to minimize 
impacts by redesigning or reducing size of facility.  

Executive Summary Comparison of 
Alternatives

S-3
Regarding "There is insufficient property to expand the Forest Street OMF…". 
Did ST examine a scenario that expands  the Forest Street OMF to the extent 
that it could serve the ST2 north south fleet; and construct a smaller OMSF to 
serve the ST2 east fleet? A third O & M facility  could be constructed at far north 
or south when needed for system expansion beyond ST2.

Sound Transit Link Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility (OMSF) 

2. Creative and Innovative to Reduce:  comments respond to the DEIS  not sufficiently analyzing the potential to minimize impacts and displacement by
redesigning or reducing the size of the facility.

Creative and Innovative to Reduce Footprint and Impacts
City of Bellevue

L2-16

L2-17

L2-18

L2-19
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Ch.2 Alternatives
Core Light Rail System 
Expansion 2-2

Sound Transit's O & M Facility in SODO and second OMSF should be designed to 
serve planned ST2 system.  A 3rd O & M facility should be designed to serve the 
expanded system.    

Ch.2 Alternatives

The DEIS assumes that it is prohibitively expensive to overbuild the OMSF.  
However, the International District Tunnel Station is an example where lidded 
development is possible when one takes a longer view.  Additonal analysis of 
overbuilding to mitigate lost development potential is required.

Ch.2 Alternatives 2.3 2-5

Section 2.3 describes the physical needs of the proposed OMSF project in a 
manner that precludes a creative and innovative approach to the OMSF.  
Consider expanding as follows:  "Being able to accommodate a minimum of 80 
LRVs or other option that stores and services the 180 LRV system fleet". (per ST 
Board direction to consider creative options such as two sites, etc.).

Ch.2 Alternatives 2.3 2-5

Section 2.3 describes the physical needs of the proposed OMSF project in a 
manner that precludes a creative and innovative approach to the OMSF.  
Consider expanding as follows: "Having 20 to 25 acres of usable land or other 
option that stores and services the 180 LRV system."  (per ST Board direction to 
consider creative options such as two sites, etc.).

Ch.2 Alternatives 2.3.1 2-6

"The dimensions and configuration of a typical light rail O & M facility is 
primarily driven by the space required for a runaround track".   The BNSF 
Alternative could utilize portions of the ST Eastside Rail Corridor for the run-
around track, allowing for a smaller site footprint. Please include this option.

Ch.2 Alternatives 2.3.1 2-6 and 2-8

The number of LR vehicles to be parked at the OMSF is a major determinant of 
the facility size. If the SODO facility can accomodate 104 vehicles and the 
system need is 180 vehicles, why must the OMSF accomodate 96 vehicles to 
achieve service goals (page 4-3, Table 4-1)?  Ten rows of 8 cars, not 11 rows of 8 
cars,  is the minimum needed.  Further, all OMSF Alternatives show 12 rows of 8 
cars (Appendix G, Conceptual Plans).

Ch.2 Alternatives 2.3.2 2-8 to 2-10 2-1

Overall acreage is the primary evaluation for these alternatives, while it should 
be the  number of LRVs that could be stored and serviced with the goal of 
servicing the 180 LRV system  (per ST Board direction to consider creative 
options such as two sites, etc.).

L2-20

L2-21

L2-22

L2-23

L2-24

L2-25

L2-26
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Ch.2 Alternatives 2.3.2 2-9 Table 2-1 Potetial A

E-9 Metro Bus Facility was determined too small and environmentally 
constrained.  However, Sound Transit could work with Metro to co-locate some 
OMSF functions, allowing for a smaller site footprint. Has  analysis been done on 
this option?

Ch.2 Alternatives 2.3.2 2-11

Two site option "was not identified for detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS by 
the Sound Transit Board of Directors…" There was direction by the ST Board to 
pursue creative options including 2 smaller sites.  This DEIS fails to respond tho 
this direction.

Appx F.1 Two-Site 
OMSF Option

1 Intro states that the two-site option was explored "in response to inquiries from 
partner jurisdictions…"; however the Sound Transit Board also gave direction to 
explore the two-site option (12/13/2012 Capital Committee Meeting; 
12/20/2012 Executive Board Meeting).

Appx F.1 Two-Site 
OMSF Option

5 Figure 4
This layout for a 48-car site demonstrates that the run-around track does not 
need to fill the entire area between BNSF and 120th.  It also demonstrates that 
the number of vehicles stored may be the greater determinant of facility 
footprint. The DEIS should fully develop alternatives that address the potential 
to minimize impacts by redesigning or reducing the size of the facility.

Appx F.1 Two-Site 
OMSF Option

9 Estimated ROW cost notes that the smaller 48 car option requires the same 
number of parcels to be purchased and thus no savings in the initial ROW costs.  
Parcel costs do not include any offset for the sale of the redevelopment of any 
of the sites.

Appx F.1 Two-Site 
OMSF Option

10 Regarding Scenarios for Two Site OMSF:  An additional scenario was not 
examined.  E.  Expand and continue use of the Forest Street OMF to serve the 
ST2 north south fleet; Construct a 48-car OMSF to serve the ST2 east fleet; in 
subsequent system expansion construct OMF at far north or south of system.

Appx F.1 Two-Site 
OMSF Option

10 As the system grows beyond the current urban centers of Seattle and Bellevue, 
O & M facilities will not be as challenging to site.   The East Link OMSF, 
particularly those proposed in Bel-Red, should not be sized to accomodate 
future light rail expansion. 
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Opportunity Costs

Draft EIS Section Section No. Page No. Exhibit/Table No. Comment
Executive Summary Areas of Controversy 

and Issues to be 
Resolved

S-24 Additional area of controversy and issue to be resolved: SR 520 Alternative's 
displacement and relocation of more than 100 existing businesses that result in 
the highest cumulative annual property tax of any of the alternatives.

3.2 Acquisitions, Displ 3.2.4 3.2-2 Table 3.2-1

In addition to the number of parcels affected and businesses displaced, the 
analysis should also include the number of jobs permanently displaced by the 
future OMSF use versus the planned and permitted uses for each site.

3.3 Land Use 3.3.4.2 3.3-15 and 3.3-20
Tables 3.3-1, 3.3-2, 
3.3-3

Displacement should be determined by taking the potential building square 
footage and dwelling units displaced in each of the alternatives to calculate the 
potential jobs and residents displaced by the project - and to take it one step 
farther, how much is the ridership potential reduced by this displacement?

3.3 Land Use 3.3.4.2 3.3-14 Need to also examine the impact of OMSF on adjacent areas transitioning to 
transit-oriented development. 

3.3 Land Use 3.3.4.2 3.3-16 3.3-3 Be clear about assumed FARs/densities for development of both office and 
residential. The potential achieved densities and heights are not consistent with 
City  projections.

Sound Transit Link Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility (OMSF) 

3. Opportunity Costs: comments respond to the DEIS  not adequately addressing current and future impacts from loss of existing development and expected
redevelopment, including impacts to adjacent properties.

Opportunity Costs
City of Bellevue
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3.4 Economics 3.4 Overall comment  Analysis fails to address the opportunity cost of locating this facility on the 
western edge of the Bel-Red planning area, foreclosing forever the option to 
build the type of residential and office development anticipated by the plan. 
This EIS needs to better account for this future impact.    
City of Bellevue analysis of the opportunity cost of the BNSF Alternative  finds:  
The opportunity cost of the intended future redevelopment results in a loss to 
Bellevue revenues  (property tax, B & O tax, and sales tax)  estimated at more 
than $6 million per year, just for the 23 acres occupied by the OMSF.  In 
addition, Bellevue could lose up to $50 million in impact and incentive fees that 
are earmarked for traffic and environmental mitigation in the area.  The net 
present value of the fiscal benefits foregone from the assumed development 
over a 30 year period is estimated to be roughly $140 million.  This excludes the 
State’s portion of the sales tax which would approach $75 million alone during 
this period. 
City of Bellevue analysis analysis of the opportunity cost of the SR 520 OMSF 
(Alternative 4) finds: displacing existing and future development results in a loss 
to Bellevue revenues (property tax, B & O tax, and sales tax) estimated at more 
than $1 million per year, just for the 25 acres occupied by the OMSF.  The net 
present value of the fiscal benefits foregone from the assumed development 
over a 30 year period is estimated to be roughly $64 million.  This excludes the 
State’s portion of the sales tax which would approach $115 million alone during 
this period.

3.4 Economics 3.4.5 3.4-7 More discussion is needed on the opportunity costs of using up TOD land for the 
OMSF. To say that it would just be a small percentage of overall economic 
conditions in both cities is not sufficient. The DEIS fail to analyze the impacts on 
surrounding properties from an OMSF being built adjacent to them, including 
impact of property value, lease rates, etc.

3.5 Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, 
and Neighborhoods

3.5.2.3 The section is wrong in concluding that "there is little to no community 
character in the areas south of SR 520"(Sec. 3.5.2.3).  These uses comprise a 
coherent and positive community character of a vibrant retail corridor 
supporting a plethora of small independent businesses that serve community 
needs. Unfortunately, many of these businesses could not survive relocation.   
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3.5 Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, 
and Neighborhoods

3.5.3.3 3.5-8 Description of existing land uses within the SR 520 study area is inaccurate  for 
purposes of analyzing the impacts of this alternative. There is no mention of the 
area's adjacency to the 130th station node.  

3.5 Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, 
and Neighborhoods

3.5.4.2 3.5-10 Currently the BNSF site is vacant, so how could the build alternative reduce total 
trips generated? DEIS should provide more detail about the number of people 
that would be working at the site and what their expected mode share would 
be. 

3.5 Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, 
and Neighborhoods

3.5.4.4 3.5-11 Consider impacts to residents projected to be in the vicinity during the 
construction of the facility including current residential construction in the 
Spring District Phase I.

3.5 Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, 
and Neighborhoods

3.5.4.4 3.5-11 The majority of the BNSF site is located within the 120th station node, which 
has capacity for residential, office and commercial development. There are 
opportunity costs associated with the development of the BNSF alternative in 
that a prime site for mixed use development would be removed from the 120th 
node resulting a lower density of employment and population surrounding the 
station.  Specify the impacts on regional housing and employment targets, and 
impacts on ridership.

3.6 Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources

3.6.2 3.6-2 The analysis is only on the existing character and land uses in the area. If the 
facility will be up and running by 2020-23 timeframe,  the analysis should also 
examine planned adjacent uses at that time, including those described in the 
Spring District and Pine Forest master plans.

3.6 Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources

3.6.3.2 3.6-8 Section ignores future uses such as those contemplated in Spring District Master 
Plan (some of which are already under development), Pine Forest plan, and in 
potential development area along west side of 120th Avenue NE in BNSF 
Modified Alternative.

3.6 Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources

3.6.3.2 3.6-8 Existing uses in the area also include a high-end auto dealership directly to the 
south.

3.6 Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources

3.6.3.3 3.6-9 This section refers primarily to  existing businesses (buildings separated from 
roadway with surface parking lots), where the plans for urban development in 
adjacent areas have been clearly articulated in the Spring District Master Plan 
for example.
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3.6 Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources

3.6.4.4 3.6-13 The OMSF may be "typical" of current uses, but not with future uses. Future 
uses such as those contemplated in Spring District Master Plan (some of which 
are already under development), Pine Forest plan, and in potential development 
area along west side of 120th Avenue NE in BNSF Modified Alternative. 

Executive Summary Key Operationa and 
Environmental 
Impacts of the BNSF 
Alternative (and BNSF 
Modified Alternative)

 S-16 "The BNSF is not consistent with planned future land uses in the area" is an 
inadequate description of the area.    The proposed BNSF site alternative is 
within the 1/4 mile node around the 120th Ave. NE Station, which is currently 
being redeveloped with transit-oriented uses in the form of office and  
multifamily at the Spring District as part of Phase 1. The future phases of the 
Spring District and Pine Forest will bring additional multifamily, office, retail, and 
hotel uses. Include discussion of OMSF incompatibility with these uses. 

Executive Summary Areas of Controversy 
and Issues to be 
Resolved

S-24 "Resolving conflicts related to locating the proposed project in areas envisioned 
for transit-oriented development within the City of Bellevue's Bel-Red 
corridor".  Proposed BNSF site alternatives are within the 1/4 mile TOD node 
around the 120th Ave. NE Station, which is currently being redeveloped with 
transit-oriented uses in the form of office and  multifamily at the Spring District 
as part of Phase 1. The future phases of the Spring District and Pine Forest will 
bring additional multifamily, office, retail, and hotel uses. Include discussion of 
OMSF incompatibility with these uses. 

Fact Sheet Key Operational and 
Environmental 
Impacts of the BNSF 
(and BNSF Modified) 
Alternatives

S-16 "The BNSF is not consistent with planned future land uses in the area" is an 
inadequate description of the area.    The proposed OMSF area is currently 
being redeveloped with transit-oriented uses in the form of office and  
multifamily at the Spring District as part of Phase 1. The future phases of the 
Spring District and Pine Forest will bring additional multifamily, office, retail, and 
hotel uses. Include discussion of OMSF incompatibility with these uses. 

3.3 Land Use 3.3.1 3.3-1
Include the approved Wright Runstad Master Plan  under City of Bellevue 
documents.

3.3 Land Use 3.3.3.2 3.3-10

Following discussion of approved Spring District Master Plan, information should 
be included on proposal for Pine Forest on 120th Ave NE, south of the proposed 
BNSF site alternative, within the 120th station node.
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3.3 Land Use 3.3.3.2 3.3-10
Information on Spring District should be updated to reflect recent permit 
approval for first phase of development and timeline for completion.

Ch.4 Alternatives 
Analysis

4.1.2.2 4-8 For the BNSF Alternative "The OMSF is consistent and comptible with existing 
uses and would not result in substantial changes to the visual environment 
because the building mass, size, and use are typical of the surrounding area." 
Comment: Does not account for adjacent transitioning uses, particularly 
Children's Hospital (built 2010) and the  Spring District project (2013 
construction start of phase one).

Ch.4 Alternatives 
Analysis

4.1.2.2 4-8 For the BNSF Modified Alternative "The OMSF is consistent with existing uses 
and would not result in substantial changes to the visual environment because 
the building mass, size, and use are typical of the surrounding area." See 
comment above. 

Ch.4 Alternatives 
Analysis

4.2 4-10 DEIS Alternatives Analysis fails to recognize that the conversion of land to light 
rail/transportation use would change the character of the BNSF site alternatives- 
where adjacent parcels are being redeveloped into a high density, mixed use 
neighborhood around transit- and would change the character of the SR 520 site 
alternative- where proposed and adjacent parcels form a thriving general 
commercial corridor  of small businesses and high-end auto retail.

Ch.4 Alternatives 
Analysis

4.3 4-11 Additional area of controversy and issue to be resolved: SR 520 Alternative's 
displacement and relocation of more than 100 existing land uses that result in 
the highest cumulative annual property tax of any of the alternatives.

L2-56

L2-57

L2-58

L2-59

L2-60



Page 10 04Cumulative E Link Analysis

Cumulative East Link Analysis
Comment:

Draft EIS Section Section No. Page No. Exhibit/Table No. Comment
Purpose S-2 Comparing the two summaries of maintenance and storage needs in the OMSF 

DEIS and the East Link Project Final EIS (p. 2-39, Chapter 2.3.3 Maintenance 
Facility Alternatives, East Link Project Final EIS, July 2011) indicates, at best, an 
evolving understanding by Sound Transit of their storage and maintenance 
needs for the build out of ST2, even though they had been studying the build 
out of the system for over a few years by the time the East Link FEIS was 
published.

Alternatives Analysis 4-5 One of the arguments (i.e. advantages) for the east side sites stated in the DEIS 
(p. 4.5) is that with a Lynnwood facility tunnel restrictions would force more 
trains to the Forest Street OMF because, “For example, wheel defects would 
cause vibration and could not be moved through the tunnel underneath the 
UW campus.” {OMSF DEIS, p. 4.5}  Would that also mean a train that had 
wheel defects discovered north of the tunnel would be stranded because it 
could not travel through the tunnel to either the OMF or the OMSF?  This also 
begs the question about how much and what level of maintenance would be 
performed at the OMSF, again the scope of the OMSF appears to have 
“evolved” since the East Link Project FEIS.

Sound Transit Link Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility (OMSF) 

4. East Link and OMSF EIS Cumulative Analysis:  comments respond to the DEIS  potentially not addressing the cumulative impacts of the East Link and the larger OMSF
facility.  This section includes most environmental impacts.

Cumulative East Link Analysis

Note:  The maintenance facility alternatives that were included in the East Link environmental analysis were facilities of 10 to 14 acres that would provide storage and 
maintenance for 40 to 50 vehicles.  Sound Transit's 2012 proposal for a 20 to 25 acre OMSF that would store and maintain 80 to 96 vehicles was unforeseen in any 
proposal or analysis of Sound Transit's East Link project.  This is not the facility considered and analyzed with East Link, and the impacts to Bellevue and the region are 
not the impacts that were considered and alyalyzed cumulatively with East Link.
City of Bellevue
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Purpose The primary needs for the OMSF that appears to be driving both the location 
and size of the facility are storage and deployment of 80 to 90 LRVs.  In the 
East Link Project FEIS there is mention of storage and turnback track in the 
former BNSF right-of-way purchased by Sound Transit and a part of or next to 
two of the alternative sites being considered for the OMSF.  One of the options 
not studied in the OMSF DEIS that would address these primary needs and 
minimize the size and impacts of the OMSF is distribution of LRV storage to a 
few key locations.  This would reduce the amount of storage space and 
property acquisition needed for the OMSF and facilitate deployment 
throughout the system to avoid the type of “bottleneck” cited in the DEIS that 
could happen at any of the OMSF sites.  This would also reduce the amount of 
time needed for deployment and potentially increase the capacity of the OMF 
for storage of vehicles in need of maintenance rather than simply overnight 
storage.  There are obviously logistical and cost implications that would need 
to be considered, but until there is an analysis of alternative approaches rather 
than simply alternative sites the trade-offs cannot be fully evaluated or 
understood.

3.1 Transportation 3.1 3.1-6 to 3.1-10 includes Tables 3.1-
3, 3.1-4

Transportation analysis for the East Link project did not include the  impact of 
the Bel Red OMSF alternatives.  Additional transportation analysis will be 
required, including impact of proposed Bel Red OMSF on East Link's 3 at grade 
road crossings.

3.1 Transportation
3.1.5.4, 3.1.5.5 and 
3.1.5.6

The number of truck trips generated seems very high for scale of project: BNSF: 
3 months of ~95 truckloads (190 truck trips) a day or ~12 truckloads (24 truck 
trips) per hour. BNSF Modified: 5 months of ~140 truckloads  (280 truck trips) 
a day or ~18 truckloads (36 truck trips) per hour. SR 520: 5 months of ~140 
truck loads (280 truck trips) per day, and ~18 truckloads  (36 truck trips) per 
hour

3.2 Acquisitions, Displacem3.2.2 3.2-7 Figure 3.2-4

Will the partial acquisition of parcels #'s 2725059061 and 2725059328 allow 
current uses to continue? If not, the 25 acre OMSF SR 520 alternative takes + 
the 4.5 acre construction staging takes leaves only one or two small parcels 
sandwiched between large light rail uses. It makes little difference that these 
are differenct projects.   ST's full and partial takes of property for the 2 uses 
would stretch over 30 acres from 130th Ave NE to 136th Place NE. 
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3.5 Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, 
and Neighborhoods

3.5.3.2 3.5-8 A major community facility within the study area that is currently undergoing 
expansion is the Seattle Children's Hospital, whose parcel adjoins the BSNF 
modified site to the southwest. Noise could potentially impact the 
performance of this important community facility.   Hospitals are typically 
consiered sensitive receptors.  Please address noise impacts in that light.

3.5 Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, 
and Neighborhoods

3.5.4.4 3.5-11 Consider a whole host of impacts to residents projected to be in the vicinity 
during the construction of the facility e.g.  current residential construction in 
the Spring District Phase I.  Include noise, vibration, traffic, etc.

3.8 Noise and Vibration 3.8.6.3 Operational 
Noise and Vibration

3.8-22 Consider the intended uses not the existing uses in noise mitigation.  The 
intended uses are identified in governing documents for this proposal 

3.9 Ecosystem Resources General Salmonids do occur in the lower reaches of Goff Creek.  Correct discussion to 
reflect.

3.9 Ecosystem Resources 3.9.2.4 Alternative 
4—SR 520 (SR 520 
Alternative)3.9.4.6 
Alternative 4—SR 520 
(SR 520 Alternative)

3.9-7 Replacing open stream channel with a pipe is inconsistent with the Bel-Red 
Subarea Plan strategy of enhancing stream systems as redevelopment occurs - 
although on this site, the available incentives are less significant than in the 
"nodes" because of the level of development potential. Exceptional mitigation 
in downstream stream reaches would be expected if upstream degradation is 
unavoidable.

3.9 Ecosystem Resources 3.9.3.4 3.9-7 Alternative 4 (SR 520 alternative) Removal of downstream barriers to salmonid 
migration is planned with a funding source.  The stream should be considered 
salmonid habitat, including ESA listed species, near the time of 
construction/development of the OMSF.  Giant Pacific Salamander 
(Dicamptodon tenebrosus) are known to spawn and rear upstream of this site.

3.9 Ecosystem Resources 3.9 Fig 3.9-5 To avoid impacts to Goff Creek, DEIS should have analyzed shifting the location 
of this alternative be shifted to the East.

3.9 Ecosystem Resources 3.9.4.6 3.9-23,24 The Bel-Red Landuse recommendations are designed to actively re-open and 
restore streams.  Piping Goff Creek is diametrically opposed to the landuse 
vision of this area.

3.9 Ecosystem Resources 3.9.4.6 3.9-24 Current habitat is isolated and degraded, but there is a vision and funding plan 
for opening and restoring the stream and connectivity to downstream habitats 
that currently support chinook, sockeye, coho, and cutthroat trout.  This area 
should be considered potential salmon habitat, including ESA protected Puget 
Sound Chinook Salmon.
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Ch.4 Alternatives Analysis 4.1.2 4-7 Table 4-2 Table 4-2, Ecosystem – wetland buffer impacts does not account for the buffer 
of the wetland immediately north of the BNSF site.  The wetland buffer should 
also include the stream buffer.

Appx E.1. Transportation 
Technical Report

Transportation 
Technical Report

44, 48, 52 Transit ridership projections appear to be based on existing transit service, 
rather than on the planned transit service in the area, including East Link. 
Expect employee transit ridership to be much greater than that assumed.

Appx E.2. Noise and 
Vibration Technical 
Report

3.4.1.2 3-8 Back up alarms are  typically the  greatest and most consistent source of 
irritation from a construction site.  Consider requiring broadband alarms.

Appx E.2. Noise and 
Vibration Technical 
Report

6.6.1 6-11 Table 6-7  Construction Noise is predicted at 50 feet.  It would be helpful to see the 
prediction at the same receivers as Tables 6-4 thru 6-5

Appx E.2. Noise and 
Vibration Technical 
Report

6.6.1.6 6-12 Construction noise is stated to be noticeable at Seattle Children's Hospital: 
Bellevue Clinic and Surgery Center and many surrounding businesses during 
the first two phases.  Please quantify.

Appx E.2. Noise and 
Vibration Technical 
Report

7.4.1, 7.4.2 7-4, 7-5 Clarify whether these mitigation techniques will be implemented.

Appx E.3. Ecosystems 
Technical Report

Environmental 
Consequences

4-17 Would it be possible to reroute the portion of Goff Creek planned to be piped 
to maintain and enhance an open stream channel? It appears that the planned 
use for the area above where Goff Creek would be piped is surface parking. 
Certainly this use could be reconfigured to allow for an open stream channel to 
be maintained and enhanced.
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Public and Private Investments

Draft EIS Section Section No. Page No. Exhibit/Table No. Comment
3.9 Ecosystem 
Resources

3.9 Fig. 3.9-3 BNSF alternative - this location impacts the Bel-Red future vision of linked trail 
network between West Tributary  and BNSF - the alternative is located directly 
on the Park gateway location.

3.16 Utilities 3.16.4 3.16-2 3.16-2 All of the text referring to "...relocating utility poles that support overhead lines; 
relocating aerial utilities to taller or different types of poles; constructing new 
distribution lines to provide power to substations…" on these pages should 
show how the application of Utilities Element UT-39 would apply to such 
projects.  This would include describing the lines in Table 3.16-2 as distribution 
or transmission, as this categorization influences how UT-39 applies. As well, 
chapters in the BCC (23-32 and 20.20.650) may have applicability which would 
influence how the impacts common to all build alternatives are characterized.

3.18 Parklands and 
Open Space

3.18 3.18-4 The effect of the BNSF alternatives on the future Eastside Rail Corridor (ERC) 
trail is not fully analyzed.  The DEIS acknowledges that a trail easement exists, 
but it does not provide any analysis of how the trail would interface, and in the 
case of the BNSF Modified Alternative traverse, and be affected by the presence 
and design of the OMSF.  A trail next to or through a rail yard is typically less 
appealing to potential trail users due to safety and aesthetic concerns, 
especially visibility of the trail from adjacent uses which may be significantly 
reduced by the OMSF due to the security fencing around the facility.  There is 
no discussion about how the facility could be designed to provide for the future 
trail.  {OMSF DEIS, p. 3.18-4}

Sound Transit Link Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility (OMSF) 

5. Public Investment: comments respond to the DEIS  not adequately addressing the significant public  investments that have been made in the Bel Red area. This
includes City of Bellevue property, and  King County's easement on the Eastside Rail Corridor.

Public Investment
City of Bellevue
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3.18 Parklands and Op3.18.1 3.18-1 The introduction states that "for the purposes of this analysis, parklands and 
opens spaces resources are defined as including… existing and proposed parks… 
[and]… existing and planned recreational trails."  This is inconsistent with the 
first sentence of 3.18.3.2, which states that, "there are no parks, recreational 
areas, trails, open space... located within 0.25 miles of the BNSF Alternative or 
BNSF Modified Alternative site."  If the methodology states that planned 
facilities are included, then the ERC planned Regional Trail and the Bellevue Spur 
planned recreational facilities should be included in the Section 4(f) analysis 
with more than a non sequitor paragraph disclosing that they exist, but with no 
explanation of why they are not being recognized in the formal  4(f) analysis.  
Listing the planned facilities as 4(f) resources does not imply a 4(f) use, but it 
does require the DEIS to explain why there is no use of the resource, if in fact 
that is the determination.

3.18 Parklands and 
Open Space

3.18.3.2 3.18-4  Bellevue Parks owned property adjacent to the south edge of the project site is 
identified as a future planned park facility per Bellevue Comprehensive Plan 
BelRed Subarea Plan Project 207.  Evaluate this site for potential 4(f) use.

3.18 Parklands and Op3.18.3.2 3.18-4 Delete the following phrase:  "This property is currently undeveloped and there 
are no specific plans or funding development of this property as a park 
resource."  Per DOT 4(f) Policy Paper (2012) guidance,  funding availability is 
inconsequential to the property's status as a signficant planned park resource.
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3.18 Parklands and Op3.18.5.4 3.18-9 DEIS states, "BNSF Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative would not 
preclude development of the City of Bellevue-owned parcel for recreational or 
other use in the future."   Comment 1:  Why is the DEIS analyzing the 
Alternative's potential impacts to a property that the DEIS claims is not a Section 
4(f) resource?  Instead, categorize the property as a Section 4(f) resource and 
use this analysis in the determination of 4(f) use.    Comment 2:  City Council 
Ordinance 5904, approved September 8, 2009, authorized the purchase this 
parcel.  Agenda states: “The Spur, approximately 1.08 acres, is a desirable 
acquisition to ensure future access to a multi-purpose trail that may be 
developed within the Burlington Northern rail corridor.”  Contrary to the DEIS 
statement, the DEIS alternatives may preclude the ability of this parcel to be 
used for its intended recreational use.  A no impact determination can only be 
claimed in the DEIS if a future pedestrian trail connection is preserved between 
the property and the ERC, or at another location acceptable to the City of 
Bellevue.

Ch.4 Alternatives 
Analysis

4.1.2 4-7 Table 4-2 Table 4-2, Parkland – additional line should be added to address impacts on long-
term and planned park projects.

Ch.4 Alternatives 
Analysis

Current programs at the Public Safety Training Facility include regional training 
for police and fire personnel, including:  Recruit firefighter training; Live fire 
training/ shooting range;  Motorcycle training; SWAT training; Special 
operations training (confined space, structural collapse, high-angle rescue, 
trench rescue); Fire suppression with fire hose and ladders; Helipad;  Forcible 
entry training;  Ventilation roof props;  Vehicle extrication; Regional hazardous 
materials training;  Driver/Operator/ Aerial Operator/ Tiller Operator training; 
Pump operations; High-rise training;  Search & Rescue; K9 kennel operations 
including  K9 office, kennel for temporary K9 kenneling, bathing and hygiene 
facility; and a host of classroom training including:  Emergency Medical 
Technician (EMT), Incident Command, NIMS, Post Incident Analysis, Incident 
Safety, Trauma Training, etc.  The Public Safety Training Facility is a potential 
acquisition under the BNSF Modified Alternative. 
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Appx D. Section 
4(f)/6(f) Evaluation

D-5 to 10 DEIS should list City of Bellevue's railroad spur  south of the BNSF alternatives as 
a Section 4(f) property.  It’s future as a trailhead for the ERC trail is well 
documented in our Comp Plan (BelRed Subarea Plan on the Parks System 
Projects map and project list).  There may not be a 4(f) use if there remains a 
physical connection between our property and the trail/rail envelope after the 
project is complete, but it should at least be documented and not completely 
silent.

Appx D. Section 4(f)/6 Introduction D-1 This evaluation is incomplete without any disclosure or analysis of publicly 
owned properties planned for park and recreation area purposes even though 
they are not presently functioning as such. Per DOT 4(f) Policy Paper (2012) 
guidance, these properties are eligible for Section 4(f) analysis of potential use.  
These properties should be added to Table D-1 and analyzed as such.

Appx E.1. 
Transportation 
Technical Report

45, 49, 53 Non-motorized section should include a discussion of the planned Eastside Rail 
Corridor trail, the existing SR 520 Trail and all planned improvements consistent 
with the Bel-Red Subarea Plan and the Pedestrian and Bicycle Transportation 
Plan.  Bicycle trips for commuting purposes should also be considered since the 
facility will be well served by bicycle infrastructure.

Appx G. Conceptual 
Plans

Fig. S-4a BNSF Modified Alternative straddles the Eastside Rail Corridor and adds 4 at-
grade road crossings and 2 at-grade LRT track crossings of the trail.  These 
intersections represent potential conflicts between trail users and ST 
operations.  If this alternative is selected, the trail should be routed around the 
OMSF to the west for a length of approximately 2,000'.

Appx G. Conceptual 
Plans

Fig. S-2e Lynnwood Alternative would build 3 storage tracks and access road in the 
Eastside Rail Corridor requiring up to 75' of corridor width, for a lengthof 1,500'.  
This could reduce the width available for other trail and utility uses to 25'.  This 
could potentially accommodate a trail, depending on topography, but no other 
uses.

Appx G. Conceptual 
Plans

Fig. S-3a BNSF Alternative, 2 tracks and 1/2 the width of an access road would be 
constructed in the Eastside Rail Corridor. Width used appears to be 
approximately 45' leaving 55' available for other uses.  This accommodates a 
trail, and may accommodate other uses.
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Technical Comments

Draft EIS Section Section No. Page No. Exhibit/Table No. Comment
Ch.2 Alternatives 2.2.3 2-5 "The fencing would be selected to aesthetically fit with the OMSF and its 

surrounding environment…", note that fence design must be consistent with 
adopted Bel Red Design Guidelines.

Ch.2 Alternatives 2.9 2-31 Table 2-3 Why is the employee need for  Lynnwood + BNSF storage  higher than Bel Red 
Alternatives? Table 2-3 shows no reduction in the employees needed for 
Lynnwood, although smaller number of trains are cleaned (28 additional 
employees including 15 additional maintenance employees).

Ch.3 Introduction 
(Affected Env and 
Env Consequences)

3-3 to 3-7 Table 3-1 Add to Foreseeable Future Actions list the Eastside Rail Corridor Regional 
Advisory Council Report, found at: http://www.kingcounty.gov/operations/erc-
advisory-council.aspx 

3.3 Land Use 3.3.5 3.3-18 Section Heading is "Urban Land Institute Analysis" but half of section describes 
market analysis and building podium studies by Kidder Matthews, not the 
Urban Land Institute.  Section does not include the ULI Panel's recommended 
strategies for the four alternatives.  All ULI materials should be added to EIS 
record.

3.5 Social Impacts, 
Community 
Facilities, and 
Neighborhoods

3.5.2 Affected 
Environment

Figure 3.5-2, 3, 4 Neighborhood names on maps are not consistent with Bellevue's 
neighborhoods or  Subareas.  Please request GIS layers for 'neighborhood 
areas' and 'neighborhoods' from City of Bellevue GIS to be able to correctly 
identify which neighborhoods would be impacted.  e.g. Bel Red is labeled 
"Overlake Bellevue".  The Overlake neighborhood is in Redmond, not Bellevue.

Sound Transit Link Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility (OMSF) 

6. Technical Comments: comments on this page identify errors, incomplete information or inconsistencies.

Technical Comments
City of Bellevue
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3.5 Social Impacts, 
Community 
Facilities, and 
Neighborhoods

3.5.2 3.5-1 "While the BNSF Alterntiave, BNSF Modified Alternative, and SR 520 
Alternative have study areas with minority populations above 50%, much of 
the population in these study areas are located along the edges of the 
alternative sites where development is more oriented toward residential land 
uses and less toward commercial and industrial land uses.  Accordingly, the 
environmental justice populations in the (Bel Red) Alternative sites are distant 
enough from these sites that no impacts would occur."   While this statement is 
true of existing population within the BNSF study area, capacity for residential 
development exists in close proximity to the BNSF site, and the proportion of 
future minority populations within the BNSF study area. 
Impacts  to future minority populations living within the study area  should be 
analyzed.
Capacity for residential development is twice as great within the 130th node, 
and though the SR 520 site is located outside of the station node, the node falls 
completely within the SR 520 study area, and therefore impacts to future 
populations, including minorities should be analyzed.

For both study areas it is more difficult to predict the proportion of low-income 
residents that will be residing in the study areas in the future.  Zoning 
regulations for development within the Bel-Red area incentivise development 
of affordable housing and as part of the Growing Transit Communities work 
equity goals have been promoted.  Predicting the number or proportion of low 
income residents living within the study area in the future is less viable.

3.5 Social Impacts, 
Community 
Facilities, and 
Neighborhoods

3.5.3 3.5-7 3.5-1 2010 Census population figures for blocks within 0.5 miles of the BNSF and SR 
520 sites are high by a factor of at least three. In addition, the large majority of 
population within many blocks intersecting the study areas is located outside 
of the study areas. Perhaps these figures represent population counts for 
Census tracts intersecting the study area instead of Census blocks, as labled in 
the table.  Additional columns of projected population and employment within 
the study area in 2020 and 2030 should be added to the table.
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3.6 Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources

3.6.3.3 3.6-9 Narrative says views of SR 520 alternative from the north are blocked by 
vegetation and landforms. Actual view blockage may depend on location. 
Adding a Key Observation Point (KOP) with simulation is needed to address 
neighborhood concerns about the view. 

3.6 Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources

3.6 Fig 3.6-3 Add KOP with simulation north of SR 520 looking south (see comment above)

3.6 Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources

3.6.3 3.6-6 Analysis should include views from taller buildings planned for the east side of 
120th Avenue NE of the BNSF OMSF options. And also views from the 
redevelopment area on the west side of 120th Avenue as part of the BNSF 
Modified Alternative.

3.6 Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources

3.6.4.4 3.6-13 Statements about chain-link fencing need more explanation about what will 
happen per city's code.

3.6 Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources

3.6.4.5 3.6-13 Statements about chain-link fencing need more explanation about what will 
happen per city's code.

3.9 Ecosystem 
Resources

3.9 Figure 3.9-4 Figure 3.9-4 showing wetlands and buffers appear to show an incorrect buffer 
for the E2-4 wetland immediately north of the BNSF alternative sites.  This 
corresponds to the incorrect summary of wetland buffer impacts listed in Table 
4-2.  Also, these figures should include the stream buffer.

Ch.4 Alternatives 
Analysis

4.1.2.2 4-9 Top of page: "The OMSF configuration would better accommodate future 
mixed-use development, consistent with land use plans nearest to the light rail 
station." Was this supposed to read  "The BNSF Modified configuration…"?

Appx F.1 Two-Site 
OMSF Option

3 "The future OMSF will need to accommodate a minimum of 76 vehicles (180 
fleet - current 62 car fleet = 76 vehicles)" That should be 180 fleet requirement 
- 104 OMF capacity = 76 vehicle capacity needed at OMSF.

Appendix F.3 Visual 
Simulations

Analysis should include oblique sketches (bird's eye view) done for the OMSF 
options that show in three dimensions the facility and adjacent land use 
context. Consider including future uses as well (those in adopted master plans).

Appendix F.3 Visual 
Simulations

F.3-3 Key Map 3 Why was KOP "A" taken from so far away?

Appendix G 
Conceptual Plans

Figures 3, 5, 7 Children's Hospital building footprints missing from conceptual plans. Good to 
have for context.
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Responses to Letter L2, City of Bellevue, Planning and Community 
Development 

Response to Comment L2-1 

Sound Transit is the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) lead agency for the OMSF project. If an 
OMSF alternative is identified as the alternative to be built in Bellevue, Sound Transit will work with 
the City of Bellevue to meet its permitting requirements. No additional environmental review should 
be required.  

Response to Comment L2-2 

Please see responses to Common Comments 10 through 13 and 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L2-3 

Please see the response to Common Comment 3 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. The Preferred Alternative has been designed to include many of these suggestions. 

Response to Comment L2-4 

Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Final EIS, discusses both existing land uses and current 
zoning. It also describes potential changes in land use that could occur as a result of the proposed 
project and evaluates the consistency of the proposed project with local and regional planning 
policies. A discussion of opportunity cost, based on the development scenarios identified during the 
stakeholder process described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS, has been 
included in Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Section 3.3.5), of the Final EIS. Please also see 
responses to Common Comments 12, 23, and 24 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L2-5 

Indirect and cumulative impacts that could occur in correlation with the East Link and Lynnwood 
Link Extension projects are discussed in the Indirect and Cumulative Impacts sections for each 
environmental resource in Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, of the 
Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L2-6 

Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS, states that the Eastside Rail Corridor is 
“railbanked,” which preserves the corridor for reactivation of freight service and allows for interim 
trail use. As described in Appendix D, the Eastside Rail Corridor is formally reserved for a future 
transportation use and therefore does not qualify as a Section 4(f) resource. The plan for a future 
regional trail in the Eastside Rail Corridor is acknowledged in Chapter 3, Section 3.18, Parks and 
Open Space (Section 3.18.3.1), of the Final EIS. King County, as the official interim trail sponsor, has 
initiated the trail master planning process. However, because the regional trail has not been 
designed or approved and funding has not been secured, it is not included as a reasonably 
foreseeable future action. The design of both the Preferred Alternative and the BNSF Modified 
Alternative acknowledges the railbanked status of the corridor by allowing sufficient width and 
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height clearances to accommodate a future trail and future freight or passenger rail use along the 
corridor.  

The Bellevue Parks & Open Space System Plan (City of Bellevue 2010) notes that Bel-Red and BNSF 
Greenway Trails projects (OST-5 and OST-7) are recommended capital projects and associated with 
the Eastside Rail Corridor and the NE 15th/16th Street corridors. Specific locations for connections 
to the Eastside Rail Corridor are not identified in the plan. Because locations are not identified, 
impacts related to connections cannot be analyzed. Similarly, the “T2” Trail Head project (Project 
207) is listed in the Bel-Red Subarea Plan. This project is characterized as a trailhead and minipark 
at the 15th/16th Street Parkway and Eastside Rail Corridor crossing, but the specific location and 
design for connecting these two grade-separated, multi-purpose trails has not been defined. The 
Preferred Alternative and the BNSF Modified Alternative would not preclude development of a 
connection to the Eastside Rail Corridor in the vicinity of the sites. As described in Chapter 2, 
Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS, the project description for the Preferred Alternative has 
been updated. This alternative would include development of an interim crushed-gravel trail in the 
Eastside Rail Corridor in the vicinity of the OMSF, a similarly designed trail connection on the north 
side of the OMSF between the Eastside Rail Corridor and 120th Avenue NE, and a multi-purpose 
path along 120th Avenue NE to provide non-motorized connectivity between the Eastside Rail 
Corridor and the East Link 120th Avenue Station area. Further, as described in Chapter 3, Section 
3.0, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences (Section 3.0.1), of the Final EIS and 
shown in Figures 3-1 and 3-2, the Preferred Alternative design has been modified to accommodate 
potential TOD around and partially over the south and east sides of the OMSF. The conceptual 
development scenario depicted in this section of the Final EIS could include a non-motorized trail 
connection between the Eastside Rail Corridor and the East Link 120th Avenue Station area on the 
south side of the OMSF; this would be integrated with the roadway network that would serve the 
development parcels. This potential trail connection would be built by others as part of a larger 
development. These modifications to the project have been included in the analysis presented in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.18, Parks and Open Space, of the Final EIS as well.  

Response to Comment L2-7 

Comment noted. Please see responses to Comments L2-8 through L2-115. 

Response to Comment L2-8 

Since the Draft EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been designed to address and resolve this area of 
controversy, as described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS. Please also see the 
response to Common Comment 13 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS.  

Response to Comment L2-9 

The Transportation Goal is appropriate as stated in the Final EIS. No change has been made.  

Response to Comment L2-10 

The Final EIS has been revised to include Resolution No. R2012-24, Sound Transit’s TOD policy, in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Section 3.3.1). Please see response to Common Comment 13 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment L2-11 

Although specific research that documents the correlation between TOD around a light rail station and 
the location of an OMSF has not been identified, Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Section 3.3.4.2), 
provides information regarding areas where some U.S. municipalities have located maintenance 
facilities in existing urban areas in the vicinity of stations. The section discusses a Boston 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority line, which has an end-of-line station adjacent to a light 
rail maintenance facility; a Minneapolis Transit maintenance facility, which has two platform 
stations, one to the north and one to the south of the facility, both within a 0.25-mile radius of the 
maintenance facility; and the characteristics of the Los Angeles Metro Santa Fe Yard, which has one 
station within a 0.25-mile radius and another station within a 0.50-mile radius.  

Response to Comment L2-12 

Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use, and Section 3.5 Social Impacts, Community Facilities, and 
Neighborhoods, of the Final EIS states that the OMSF would be consistent with existing surrounding 
uses, and operation of the OMSF would have little impact on existing neighborhood quality and 
character. Section 3.3 also states that the OMSF is generally not consistent with the Bel-Red zoning 
designations. The proposed project would incorporate context-sensitive design considerations in 
accordance with local comprehensive plans, overlay zones, and development standards, such as 
building setbacks, heights and massing, landscaping, façade treatment, and urban design character. 

Response to Comment L2-13 

Mitigation measures, best management practices (BMPs), project commitments, and design features 
would be incorporated to the SR 520 Alternative, as stated in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods, of the Final EIS . As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives 
Considered, of the Final EIS, one concept identified by the Urban Land Institute Advisory Services 
Panel included extending the footprint of the OMSF eastward to create additional space along 130th 
Avenue NE for daylighting Goff Creek and creating a “gateway” to the Bel-Red subarea. If this SR 520 
Alternative is identified by the Sound Transit Board, these concepts would be explored further 
during final design. 

Response to Comment L2-14 

Measures to help activate streetfront development on 120th Avenue NE have been incorporated into 
the design of the Preferred Alternative. This includes providing more space along street frontages, 
which would allow for redevelopment and/or site screening of the OMSF through preservation of 
existing vegetation or creation of landscaped area.  

Response to Comment L2-15 

Please see response to Comment L2-8. 

Response to Comment L2-16 

Please see response to Common Comment 3 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment L2-17  

The capital cost of developing the proposed project does not include potential monies from sales of 
surplus lands. The value of surplus land is not known because it would be dependent on market 
conditions at the time of disposition.  

Response to Comment L2-18  

Please see the response to Common Comment 3 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L2-19 

The Summary of the Final EIS, under the heading Comparison of Alternatives, states that there is 
insufficient land area available to expand the Forest Street OMF without vacating or closing 
6th Avenue S and/or Airport Way, which provides for freight mobility in the SODO industrial area. 
Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation (Section 3.1.1), of the Final EIS describes system-wide light 
rail transit operations, which include two operating lines. Without expansion, the Forest Street OMF 
will serve primarily the fleet operating on the north–south (Lynnwood to Kent/Des Moines) 
operating line. The OMSF (whether located in Lynnwood or Bellevue) will serve primarily the fleet 
operating on the north–east (Lynnwood to Overlake Transit Center) operating line.  

Appendix F.1, Additional Detail on the Two-Site OMSF Option, of the Final EIS evaluates the feasibility 
of constructing and operating two smaller OMSF sites to support ST2 light rail fleet requirements. 
The analysis and findings discussed in this document confirm the assessment made during the EIS 
scoping process (i.e., that a two-site OMSF option should not be analyzed further). Chapter 2, 
Alternatives Considered (Section 2.3.1), of the Final EIS documents the conclusions regarding why 
the two-site option was not pursued. 

Response to Comment L2-20 

Please see response to Comment L2-19.  

Response to Comment L2-21 

Sound Transit has assessed opportunities for overbuilding at the OMSF to allow for TOD through the 
stakeholder review process described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.4), of the Final 
EIS and ongoing coordination with the City of Bellevue. The Preferred Alternative has been designed 
to facilitate future development adjacent to and over portions of the OMSF, as described in Chapter 
2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.6.1), and Chapter 3, Section 3.0, Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences (Section 3.0.1), of the Final EIS.  

The financial feasibility of constructing new development above or adjacent to the OMSF is a 
function of the cost of the development opportunity compared with alternatives available in the 
market place. The OMSF BNSF Overbuild Market Assessment (Kidder Mathews 2014) examined the 
cost to acquire development sites in the area and compared that with the cost of development over 
the OMSF (i.e., overbuilding by way of construction of a podium over portions of the OMSF). The 
analysis concluded that, in the foreseeable future, development over the OMSF is not likely because 
of the relatively lower land cost for adjacent properties.  
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Response to Comment L2-22 

As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.3.1) of the Final EIS, following the 
Sound Transit Board’s direction to consider creative options, the feasibility of constructing and 
operating two smaller OMSFs to support ST2 light rail fleet requirements was studied. Information 
regarding this evaluation is included in Appendix F.1, Additional Detail on the Two-Site OMSF Option. 
Please also see response to Comment L2-19. 

Response to Comment L2-23 

Please see response to Comment L2-22.  

Response to Comment L2-24 

Comment noted. Sound Transit evaluated ways to reduce the OMSF footprint, as recommended in 
the Urban Land Institute report and through the stakeholder process described in Chapter 2, 
Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS. The footprint of the Preferred Alternative has been reduced 
from 23 acres to 21 acres, leaving approximately 6 acres available for redevelopment. Please see 
response to Common Comment 3 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS. 

Response to Comment L2-25 

Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.3.1), of the Final EIS describes the storage capacity 
requirements of the OMSF. It states the OMSF would need to provide service and inspections for 
approximately half the ST2 fleet (about 90 vehicles), with sufficient fleet capacity to allow expansion 
of the light rail system beyond ST2 in the corridor where it is located. To accommodate 90 cars, 12 
rows of storage tracks would be needed. 

Response to Comment L2-26 

As discussed in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.3.1), of the Final EIS, the dimensions 
and configuration of a typical light rail operations and maintenance facility are driven primarily by 
the amount of space required for a runaround track. The amount of acreage required is driven by 
the size of the maintenance building and the number of storage tracks needed to accommodate the 
fleet. The total site requirement of 20 to 25 acres of usable lands resulted from an analysis of 
programming requirements and several similar light rail maintenance facilities. The summary of 
space needs is inclusive of totals for office, support, shop, repair position, and storage areas. Please 
see response to Comments L2-19 and L2-25.  
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Response to Comment L2-27 

Following the release of the Draft EIS, King County Metro and Sound Transit participated in the 
stakeholder meetings held in September and October 2014. Light rail and bus maintenance facilities 
have different functions and space needs. Co-locating light rail train and bus storage and 
maintenance would not reduce the amount of space needed for the facilities because bus storage, 
circulation, maintenance, and fueling functions would need to be kept separate from light rail train 
storage, maintenance, and circulation. Co-locating administrative office functions and/or employee 
parking for both facilities would not substantially reduce the overall amount of space needed for 
maintenance and storage of each fleet.  

Response to Comment L2-28 

Please see response to Comments L2-19 and L2-22. 

Response to Comment L2-29 

Please see response to Comments L2-19 and L2-22. 

Response to Comment L2-30 

The ability to accommodate 12 rows is important for future fleet and associated service 
requirements (see Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered [Section 2.2.1], of the Final EIS). As design 
efforts progressed, Sound Transit has reduced the footprint of the Preferred Alternative from 23 
acres to 21 acres (see Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered [Section 2.6.1], of the Final EIS). Sound 
Transit will continue efforts to reduce environmental impacts as design of the OMSF advances. 
Please see response to Common Comment 3 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L2-31 

Please see response to Comment L2-17. 

Response to Comment L2-32 

Please see response to Comment L2-19.  

Response to Comment L2-33 

Please see response to Comment L2-25. 

Response to Comment L2-34 

Please see responses to Common Comments 8 and 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L2-35 

Please see the response to Common Comment 7 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment L2-36 

As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Economics (Section 3.4.4), the estimated number of 
employees displaced is based on Puget Sound Regional Council employment data and square-foot-
per-employee estimates, as well as the current use for each displaced building. Please also see 
responses to Common Comments 7 and 12 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L2-37 

Reasonably foreseeable future actions, such as the Spring District development near the Preferred 
Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative, were considered in the impact analysis. Please see the 
response to Common Comment 11 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS and response to Comment L2-11. 

Response to Comment L2-38 

The development potential in Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Table 3.3-3), in the Final EIS was 
based on the amount of surplus land, local jurisdictions’ zoning regulations, and present-day market 
conditions for the BNSF Modified, SR 520, and Lynnwood Alternatives. The estimate for the 
Preferred Alternative has been updated to reflect potential development, based on the amount of 
land available and the City of Bellevue’s zoning regulations. The estimate for development potential 
for the Preferred Alternative does not reflect present-day market conditions. The assumptions made 
are described in the table footnotes and in Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Section 3.3.5). 

Response to Comment L2-39 

Please see the response to Common Comment 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L2-40 

Please see the response to Common Comment 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L2-41 

 The statement in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social Impacts, Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods, of 
the Final EIS compares the SR 520 Alternative site to the Bridle Trails neighborhood to the north, 
which has strong, cohesive residential neighborhood character. As stated in the section, there are no 
residential uses at the SR 520 Alternative site.  

Response to Comment L2-41 

The statement in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social Impacts, Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods, of 
the Final EIS has been revised to compare the land uses on the SR 520 Alternative site to the land 
uses in the Bridle Trails neighborhood north of SR 520, which has strong, cohesive residential 
neighborhood character. As stated in the section, there are no residential uses on the SR 520 
Alternative site or in the surrounding areas. The description of the SR 520 site goes on to 
acknowledge the businesses and community facilities located within and surrounding the SR 520 
site. Impacts on these businesses and facilities are acknowledged and described in Chapter 3, 
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Section 3.5, Social Impacts, Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods (Section 3.5.4.4), of the Final 
EIS.  

Response to Comment L2-43 

As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation, of the Final EIS, the assessment of traffic 
impacts was based on a comparison of the proposed number of OMSF trips with the trip generation 
estimates for the current land uses at each alternative site. For the Preferred Alternative and BNSF 
Modified Alternative, the former International Paper Facility was assumed to be operational, not 
vacant, for purposes of the trip generation estimates for existing uses.  

Response to Comment L2-44 

The discussion of construction impacts at the build alternative sites considered existing residents 
and neighborhoods. Construction impacts on any future residential uses would be similar to those 
impacts.  

Response to Comment L2-45 

As shown in Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Table 3.3.1), of the Final EIS, approximately 4 acres of 
the 21-acre Preferred Alternative footprint is within a 0.25-mile radius of the 120th Avenue Station; 
it would occupy approximately 4% of the land within 0.25 mile of the 120th Avenue Station area 
node. The site layout for the Preferred Alternative has been refined to maximize TOD potential. 
Please see the responses to Common Comments 11 and 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L2-46 

Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources (Section 3.6.5), of this Final EIS considers 
potential cumulative visual impacts of the proposed project on reasonably foreseeable projects, such 
as the Spring District. Chapter 3, Sections 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations; 3.3, Land 
Use; and 3.8, Noise and Vibration, of the Final EIS consider the potential cumulative impacts of 
developing the OMSF with the reasonably foreseeable projects, such as the Spring District. As of 
April 2015, the City of Bellevue has not approved the Pine Forest Master Plan; therefore, it is not 
included as a reasonably foreseeable future action. 

Response to Comment L2-47 

Please see response to Comment L2-46. 

Response to Comment L2-48 

Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources (Section 3.6.3.1), of the Final EIS has been 
updated to list the auto dealership located south of the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified 
Alternative sites; inclusion of the auto dealership in the landscape unit description does not change 
the results of the analysis because the auto dealership does not represent a key view or sensitive 
viewer. 

Response to Comment L2-49 

Please see response to Comment L2-46. 
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Response to Comment L2-50 

Please see response to Comment L2-46. 

Response to Comment L2-51 

Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Table 3.3-1), of the Final EIS provides details regarding the amount 
of land within a 0.25-mile radius of the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative sites, 
both of which would absorb approximately 4% of the total land within the 0.25-mile walkshed of the 
120th Avenue Station.  

The proposed project would incorporate context-sensitive design considerations, which would vary 
according to the local comprehensive plans, overlay zones, and development standards that govern 
items such as, but not limited to, building setbacks, heights and massing, landscaping, façade 
treatment, and urban design character.  

Response to Comment L2-52 

Please see responses to Comments L2-46 and L2-51.  

Response to Comment L2-53 

Please see responses to Comments L2-46 and L2-51. 

Response to Comment L2-54 

The Spring District Master Plan has been added to Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Section 3.3.1), of 
the Final EIS as one of the City of Bellevue documents that govern land use in the study area.  

Response to Comment L2-55 

Reasonably foreseeable future actions, which are defined in Chapter 3, Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences (Section 3.0.2), of the Final EIS, are assessed in the cumulative impact 
section for each environmental resource included in Chapter 3. As of April 2015, the status of the 
Pine Forest Master Plan application is reported by the City of Bellevue as being in review. Because 
the master plan has not been approved, it is not included as a reasonably foreseeable future action. 

Response to Comment L2-56 

Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Final EIS, acknowledges permit approval. It also documents 
that construction of the Spring District Master Plan development began in 2013 and is expected to 
end by 2028. Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Table 3-1), of the Final EIS has been updated to 
provide further details regarding the scheduling of Phase 2 and Phase 3 activities at the Spring 
District development. 
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Response to Comment L2-57 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources, of the Final EIS analyzes potential impacts on 
the Spring District in the Operational Impacts portion of Section 3.6.4 and in Section 3.6.5, Indirect 
and Cumulative Impacts. Visual impacts on Seattle Children’s Hospital: Bellevue Clinic and Surgery 
Center and the planned expansion of the clinic are also discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Visual 
and Aesthetic Resources, (Section 3.6.4.3), of the Final EIS. Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis (Section 
4.1.2.2), of the Final EIS acknowledges that although the OMSF is consistent and compatible with 
existing uses, it is not consistent with Bel-Red land use plans and zoning designations.  

Response to Comment L2-58 

Please see response to Comment L2-57.  

Response to Comment L2-59 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 8, 11, 12, and 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L2-60 

This comment is duplicative with respect to Comment L2-34; please see the response to that comment.  

Response to Comment L2-61 
Based on the service assumptions at that time, the 2011 East Link Final EIS identified the need and 
potential locations for a second storage and light maintenance facility to serve primarily LRVs on the 
East Link alignment. The East Link Final EIS notes that the location would be determined through 
future operations analysis and site planning. As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered 
(Section 2.2.1), of the Final EIS, Sound Transit prepared its Core Light Rail System Plan Review 
memorandum in September 2012, which reviewed and evaluated the Core Light Rail System 
Expansion Operating Plan, focusing on the operations and maintenance facility needs associated 
with the expansion. This assessment was used to help inform the Sound Transit Board decision 
regarding where the OMSF alternatives should be located to support ST2 light rail fleet and storage 
requirements efficiently and cost effectively.  

Response to Comment L2-62 
The level of maintenance at the OMSF is discussed in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final 
EIS. If the OMSF were located in Bellevue, a train that developed a wheel defect north of the U-Link 
tunnel would most likely be stored temporarily at the storage track at the Northgate Station. After 
an assessment of the defect, the vehicle would be moved to the Forest Street OMF in Seattle or the 
OMSF. This would require operating at a much lower than normal speed to avoid vibration under 
the University of Washington campus and could require recovering the vehicle after normal 
operating hours.  

Response to Comment L2-63 
Sound Transit has explored alternative systems and sites for performing operations and 
maintenance for the expanded light rail system. Storage and deployment are not the only system 
needs for the expanded ST2 fleet. Fleet maintenance capacity and function cannot be efficiently and 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

cost effectively developed at “a few key locations.” As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered 
(Section 2.3.1), and Appendix F.1, Additional Detail on the Two-Site OMSF Option, of the Final EIS, the 
feasibility of constructing and operating two smaller OMSFs to support ST2 light rail fleet 
requirements was evaluated and considered. Please see responses to Comments L2-22 and L2-25. 

Response to Comment L2-64 

Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation, and Appendix E.1, Transportation Technical Report, of the 
Final EIS evaluate the potential transportation impacts of three OMSF alternative sites in Bellevue. 
None of the build alternatives would construct any new at-grade crossings. Lead-track 
configurations for all of the build alternatives would allow LRVs to enter and exit the OMSF along an 
exclusive right-of-way. As described in Section 3.1.5.2, locating an OMSF in Bellevue will not 
increase the number or frequency of trains operating on the East Link alignment.  

Response to Comment L2-65 

The assumptions for potential truck trips associated with demolition and earthwork are presented 
in Appendix E.1, Transportation Technical Report, of the Final EIS. The number of truck trips was 
based on anticipated worst-case cut-and-fill volumes. It is possible that the actual volume of 
materials transported would be less, larger trucks would be used, or two-way hauling would be used 
to reduce the number of truck trips. 

Response to Comment L2-66 

The northern portions of parcels 2725059061 and 2725059328, adjacent to SR 520, would be 
acquired for the SR 520 Alternative. It is anticipated that the proposed project would not displace 
the existing uses on these parcels. Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Section 3.3.6.2), of the Final EIS 
describes the cumulative effects on land use and property acquisition with implementation of the 
proposed project in conjunction with the East Link project and other planned projects. 

Response to Comment L2-67 

Following publication of the Draft EIS, further analysis of noise impacts from the Preferred 
Alternative on the Seattle Children’s Hospital: Bellevue Clinic and Surgery Center planned expansion 
was performed; the analysis concluded that there would be no noise impacts under either the FTA 
or City of Bellevue Noise Control Ordinance criteria (see Appendix E.2, Noise and Vibration Technical 
Report (Section 6.2.1), Noise Impacts, of the Final EIS). Please refer to response to Common 
Comment 25 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS regarding concerns 
about noise impacts on the Seattle Children’s Hospital: Bellevue Clinic and Surgery Center.  

Response to Comment L2-68 

Please refer to the response to Common Comments 11, 23, 24 and Comment L2-46.  

Response to Comment L2-69 

Please refer to response to Common Comment 24 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment L2-70 

Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.3.3), of the Final EIS states that salmonids occur in 
the lower reaches of Goff Creek downstream of the site, below a blocking culvert under Bel-Red 
Road, and about 0.4 mile downstream of the aquatic resources study area. Only cutthroat are known 
to occur upstream of this culvert. 

Response to Comment L2-71 

Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.6.2), of the Final EIS notes that mitigation for the SR 
520 Alternative could also include potential daylighting of Goff Creek, consistent with any potential 
replacement of the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) culvert under SR 520. 
Please refer to response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L2-72  

Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems, and Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report (Sections 3.2, 4.1, 
and 5.3), of the Final EIS have been updated to clarify the extent and condition of existing salmonid 
habitat. For the purpose of the Final EIS, historically accessible streams in proximity to the Preferred 
Alternative and SR 520 Alternative sites are considered potential salmonid habitat because the City 
of Bellevue has prioritized the removal of human-made passage barriers in conjunction with future 
redevelopment of the Bel-Red subarea. The presence of resident and migratory salmonids in the 
Kelsey Creek drainage (including Goff Creek) up to Bel-Red Road, as well as the potential for Goff 
Creek to provide habitat should downstream barriers be removed, is described in Chapter 3, 
Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.3.3), of the Final EIS.  

Habitat conditions in the West Tributary and Goff Creek are generally not considered to be 
conducive to spawning or rearing by Pacific giant salamander. Single adults of this species have been 
documented twice in tributaries to Kelsey Creek within the city of Bellevue; however, neither 
occurrence indicated that a spawning or rearing population exists. Additional information regarding 
the potential presence of Pacific giant salamander has been added to Appendix E.3, Ecosystems 
Technical Report (Section 3.2.2.2), of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L2-73 

Please see response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L2-74 

Please see response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L2-75 

Refer to responses to Comments L2-70 through L2-72 and Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, 
Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment L2-76 

Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report (Table 4-2), of the Final EIS accounts for impacts on 
Wetland E2-4’s buffer, the wetland immediately north of the Preferred Alternative site. Functional 
stream buffers have been added to the aquatics subsection in Figures 4.1-1 through 4.1-4, including 
the buffer of the stream within the wetland (i.e., the West Tributary of Kelsey Creek). Clarifications 
were made in Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report (Section 2.3.2.4), regarding the 
determination of functional buffers, and a new section (Section 2.3.2.6) was added to clarify how 
buffer impacts were determined. 

The compacted rail spur and paved driveway do not represent a functional buffer for the southern 
edge of Wetland E2-4 or for the West Tributary of Kelsey Creek as it flows through Wetland E2-4. 
The interim trail connection proposed along the compacted rail spur would be located on the 
existing rail spur prism and would not remove vegetation adjacent to the southern edge of Wetland 
E2-4. The OMSF under the Preferred Alternative would not alter the developed nature of these areas 
or result in any intensification of land use in this area adjacent to the stream and wetland.  

Response to Comment L2-77 

Comment noted. The traffic analysis was prepared to reflect potential worst-case conditions with 
respect to trip generation by employees. If more OMSF employees are able to use Link or other 
transit modes, the site’s traffic generation would be less than presented. 

Response to Comment L2-78 

Potential noise construction-period mitigation measures in the Final EIS have been revised to 
include the use of broadband backup alarms. 

Response to Comment L2-79 

The standard distance used by acousticians for acoustical measurements involving large equipment 
in an outdoor environment is 50 feet. This accounts for worst-case combined construction noise 
levels. The combined activities used for these projections would not normally occur at the same time 
or location; therefore, distance correction would not provide an accurate depiction of the noise 
during construction. Sound Transit has a standard set of construction noise mitigation measures, 
which are included in the Noise and Vibration Technical Report. Prior to issuing the construction 
contracts, Sound Transit would develop a set of criteria for construction noise and vibration, which 
would be included in the contract specifications.  

Response to Comment L2-80 

Please see response to Comment L2-79. 

Response to Comment L2-81 

Sound Transit has a standard set of construction noise mitigation measures, which are included in 
the Noise and Vibration Technical Report. Prior to issuing the construction contracts, Sound Transit 
would develop a set of criteria for construction noise and vibration, which would be included in the 
contract specifications.  
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Response to Comment L2-82 

Please see the response Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L2-83 

Please see response to Comment L2-6. 

Response to Comment L2-84 

Chapter 3, Section 3.16, Utilities (Table 3.16-2), of the Final EIS designates transmission (T) and 
distribution (D) lines. Chapter 3, Section 3.16, Utilities (Section 3.16.4.2), of the Final EIS states that 
all build alternatives located within the jurisdiction of the City of Bellevue would comply with the 
requirements of the City of Bellevue Comprehensive Plan (Volume 1, Utilities Element Policy UT-39) 
and the Bellevue City Code, Chapter 20.20.650 and Chapter 23.32. The requirements pertain to the 
construction of new or the relocation and reuse of existing electrical and communication 
distribution systems. 

Response to Comment L2-85 

Please see the response to Common Comment 28 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L2-86 

Please see response to Comment L2-6. Appendix D, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation, of the 
Final EIS has been updated to discuss King County’s future regional trail in the Eastside Rail 
Corridor and the parcel owned by Bellevue City Parks adjacent to the south edge of the project site. 
Appendix D also explains why these parcels are not considered Section 4(f) properties. 

Response to Comment L2-87 

Please see response to Comments L2-6 and L2-86.  

Response to Comment L2-88 

Chapter 3, Section 3.18, Parklands and Open Space, of the Final EIS is not intended as a Section 4(f) 
evaluation. This section states that the property in question has not been developed as a park, and 
there is no near-term plan to develop the site.  

Response to Comment L2-89 

Please see response to Comment L2-6. 

Response to Comment L2-90 

No long-term impacts on parks would occur with any alternative; therefore, this is not included in 
Table 4-2 in Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis. Please see response to Comment L2-6. 
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Response to Comment L2-91 

Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations (Section 3.2.2.4), of the Final EIS 
acknowledges that relocation of Public Safety Training Center would be difficult because of the 
unique operations carried out on the property by the Bellevue Fire Department.  

Response to Comment L2-92 

Please see response to Comment L2-6. 

Response to Comment L2-93 

Please see response to Comment L2-6. 

Response to Comment L2-94 
Appendix E.1, Transportation Technical Report, of the Final EIS has been expanded to include 
information related to the existing SR 520 Trail, the planned Eastside Rail Corridor Trail, and 
nonmotorized transportation improvement projects described in the Bel-Red Subarea Plan, as well 
as the Pedestrian and Bicycle Transportation Plan. To ensure a conservative estimate of site traffic 
generation, it was assumed that OMSF employees would commute by vehicle instead of by 
nonmotorized modes.  

Response to Comment L2-95 

Two at-grade road crossings that would across the Eastside Rail Corridor (central to the site) would 
serve only the facility’s internal traffic, including service and security guard vehicles. The low 
frequency and the speeds at these crossings would not result in delay or a hazard for trail users. The 
two vehicle/rail crossings at the north and east ends of the site would be on bridge structures and 
would not affect trail users.  

As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.6.2), of the Final EIS, the design 
acknowledges the railbanked status of the Eastside Rail Corridor by allowing sufficient width and 
vertical clearances to accommodate a future trail and future freight or passenger rail use along the 
corridor. Please see the response to Common Comment 28 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L2-96 
As stated in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.6.4), of the Final EIS, the design of the 
BNSF Storage Tracks component of the Lynnwood Alternative acknowledges the railbanked status 
of the Eastside Rail Corridor by allowing sufficient width to accommodate a future trail or future 
freight rail use along the corridor. The design also avoids conflicts with existing regional utilities 
(e.g., King County sewer line) located in the Eastside Rail Corridor.  

Response to Comment L2-97 
The Preferred Alternative design acknowledges the railbanked status of the Eastside Rail Corridor 
by allowing sufficient width to accommodate a future trail and future freight or passenger rail use 
along the corridor. The Eastside Rail Corridor is 100 feet wide. The Preferred Alternative requires 
42 feet for two lead tracks and a clear zone to the safety fencing. Fifty-eight feet of the corridor 
would remain available for trail and/or freight reactivation. The design also avoids conflicts with 
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existing regional utilities (e.g., King County sewer line) located in the Eastside Rail Corridor. The 
sewer line is located on the west side of the Eastside Rail Corridor. 

Response to Comment L2-98 
Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.2.2.1), of the Final EIS has been updated to state that 
the fencing for the OMSF would be consistent with the code requirements of each local jurisdiction. 
The OMSF would be secured by perimeter fencing. The design of fencing at the Preferred Alternative 
site would be coordinated with the City of Bellevue to ensure compatibility with Bellevue City Code, 
including applicable provisions of the Bel-Red Subarea Design Guidelines.  

Response to Comment L2-99 

Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Table 2-6), of the Final EIS shows the total number of employees 
for each build alternative. Fewer employees would be required at the Lynnwood Alternative site 
compared with the number that would be required at the sites for the other build alternatives (205 
versus 230); however, an additional 53 employees would be required to staff the BNSF Storage 
Tracks component of the Lynnwood Alternative. As documented in Chapter 2, Alternatives 
Considered (Section 2.10), of the Final EIS, the Lynnwood Alternative would require off-site storage 
tracks in Bellevue, thereby duplicating some functions, such as LRV cleaning and operator reporting. 
Because of this, the Lynnwood Alternative would require more operations and a larger maintenance 
staff compared with the Preferred Alternative, BNSF Modified Alternative, or the SR 520 Alternative. 

Response to Comment L2-100 

Chapter 3, Section 3.0, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences (Section 3.0.2), of the 
Final EIS has been updated to address the Eastside Rail Corridor and acknowledges that King County 
has initiated the regional trail master planning process. Please also see response to Comment L2-6. 

Response to Comment L2-101 

Please see response to Common Comment 14 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L2-102 

Neighborhood names have been updated in the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L2-103 

Please see the response to Common Comment 19 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L2-104 

Population numbers have been corrected in the Final EIS. Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods, of the Final EIS focuses on existing populations; 
accordingly, population and employment projections are not included in Table 3.5-1 of the Final EIS. 
A discussion of future development, particularly in the Bel-Red subarea, as it pertains to social 
impacts and communities is provided in Section 3.5.5 of the Final EIS.  
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Response to Comment L2-105 

Key Map F.3-3 in Appendix F.3 of the Final EIS illustrates there are two key observation points 
(KOPs) north of the SR 520 Alternative site. These were included in the visual analysis to determine 
if the OMSF would have visual impacts on the Bridle Trails neighborhood and provide 
representative photos of a typical view for a resident of Bridle Trails. Although a specific view would 
depend on the location and surrounding vegetation, these are representative of views from publicly 
accessed areas within the neighborhood.  

Response to Comment L2-106 

Please see response to Comment L2-105.  

Response to Comment L2-107 

The light rail tracks and elements of the OMSF’s main operations building would be visible to some 
viewers at redeveloped properties east of the Preferred Alternative, immediately west of the BNSF 
Modified Alternative, and at some of the buildings in the Spring District. This is described in Chapter 
3, Section 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources (Section 3.6.5), of the Final EIS. For the Preferred 
Alternative, future TOD scenarios (i.e., Phase 1 and Phase 2) on surplus and adjacent lands would be 
implemented in accordance with the applicable City of Bellevue land use and zoning codes that 
govern height and massing. The maximum allowable height for buildings in the vicinity of the OMSF 
site is 120 feet, which is much taller than the OMSF (i.e., the building and poles). Potential future 
intervening buildings would screen the OMSF from other uses east of 120th Avenue NE.  

Response to Comment L2-108 

Please see response to Comment L2-98.  

Response to Comment L2-109 

Please see response to Comment L2-98.  

Response to Comment L2-110 

Please see response to Comment L2-76. 

Response to Comment L2-111 

This sentence in Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis (Section 4.1.2.2), has been updated in the Final EIS 
for clarity. Instead of “The OMSF configuration,” it now states “This OMSF configuration.”  

Response to Comment L2-112 

Please see response to Comment L2-25.  

Response to Comment L2-113 

Bird’s-eye views are included in the Summary and in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final 
EIS. Figure S-3b is a bird's-eye view of the Preferred Alternative, and Figure S-4b is a bird's-eye view 
of the BNSF Modified Alternative. The Spring District project area, along with the location for the 
future 120th Avenue Station and East Link guideway, is illustrated in the bird’s-eye views. 
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Response to Comment L2-114 

Simulated KOPs were chosen to represent the most sensitive views, based on number of viewers, 
length of time a typical observer would see the view, and proximity of viewers to build alternative 
sites and their locations. Being at a higher elevation, KOP A was chosen because it provided the 
optimal overview of the SR 520 Alternative site for a person traveling westbound on NE 20th Street. 
Please see Figure 3.6-3, SR 520 Alternative—Viewshed and KOPs.  

Response to Comment L2-115 

Building footprints for the Seattle Children’s Hospital: Bellevue Clinic and Surgery Center have been 
added to Appendix G, Conceptual Plans, of the Final EIS. 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 
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Responses to Letter L3, City of Bellevue, Council 

Response to Comment L3-1 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 11, 16, and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L3-2 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 11, 16, and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L3-3 

Sound Transit is conducting this environmental review process under NEPA and SEPA to analyze the 
impacts of the OMSF. The introduction to Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences, on page 3-1 of this Final EIS lists the environmental resources that were analyzed. 
These include land use, economics, noise, vibration, transportation, and ecosystems, among others. 
Each subsection of Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, of the Final EIS 
reviews the affected environment; identifies construction, operational, and cumulative effects; and, 
where appropriate, identifies potential mitigation measures. Please also see response to Comment 
L2-61. 

Response to Comment L3-4 

Please see responses to Comments L2-61 and L3-3. In addition, the cumulative impact assessment 
for noise and vibration in Appendix E.2, Noise and Vibration Technical Report, of the Final EIS has 
been updated to reflect the updated noise analysis for East Link operations in Bellevue, which was 
conducted as part of the East Link permitting process with the City of Bellevue in 2014 and 2015. 
That analysis accounts for light rail noise on the East Link line in the event an OMSF is built in 
Bellevue.  

The number of light rail train trips passing through Bellevue to “charge the line” prior to 5:00 a.m. or 
“close the line” after 1:00 a.m. would not differ substantially for any of the OMSF build alternatives 
considered in this EIS. Figures I-1 and I-2 illustrate the current operating plan to charge and close 
the line for the Preferred Alternative, and a similar pattern would occur for any of the OMSF build 
alternatives. This is because early morning operations for the OMSF build alternatives in Bellevue 
would be very similar. Under the Lynnwood Alternative, site trains in Bellevue would operate from 
the BNSF Storage Tracks and have a similar operation pattern as the Bellevue build alternatives. 
Based on the current operating plan for the Preferred Alternative, three light rail trains would go 
south from the OMSF or storage track to charge the line between 4:30 and 5:00 a.m., with only two 
of those passing south of downtown Bellevue prior to 5:00 a.m. To close the line, two trains would 
pass through Bellevue from the south to the OMSF or storage track between 1:00 and 1:30 a.m. Only 
one train would operate prior to 5:00 a.m. or after 1:00 a.m. from or to the OMSF or storage track 
toward Redmond. 

Operation of one, two or three trains in a 0.50-hour period during the early morning would not 
adversely affect traffic at any of the East Link at-grade street crossings. Noise associated with these 
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early morning trains has also been accounted for in the East Link project final design noise analysis 
and mitigation. 

Figure I-1. East Side Initial Charge 

 

Figure I-2. East Side Closing 

  



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Response to Comment L3-5 

Thank you for providing the detailed technical comment letter. Comments from the referenced letter 
are addressed in responses to Comments L2-1 through L2-115.  

Response to Comment L3-6 

Please see the response to Common Comments 16 and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L3-7 

Please see the response to Common Comment 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L3-8 

The King County Metro site referenced in the comment is approximately 16.5 acres; an OMSF at the 
Preferred Alternative site would occupy approximately 21 acres. The total amount of 
transportation-related land uses would be approximately 37.5 acres. Advancing the design of the 
OMSF would include assessing TOD potential at the OMSF site, as well as methods to enhance the 
compatibility of the OMSF with surrounding land uses. As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.0, 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences (Section 3.0.1), of the Final EIS, additional 
developable land in the 120th Avenue Station area node could be made available if the Metro facility 
is partially or wholly relocated and if 120th Avenue NE is realigned to the east. This concept came 
out of the Urban Land Institute and OMSF stakeholder process described in Chapter 2, Alternatives 
Considered (Section 2.4), of the Final EIS. Please also see responses to Common Comments 11, 16, 
and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L3-9 

The number of displaced businesses and employees under all build alternatives is included in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Economics (Table 3.4-5), of the Final EIS. The BNSF Modified Alternative 
would not acquire any lands associated with the expansion of the Seattle Children’s Hospital: 
Bellevue Clinic and Surgery Center. Therefore, no displacement at the hospital would occur. 
Regarding the relocation of the Public Safety Training Center, please see response to Comment L2-
91.  

Response to Comment L3-10 

The number of displaced businesses and employees under all build alternatives is included in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Economics (Table 3.4-5), of the Final EIS. Displaced businesses are also 
addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, of the Final EIS. 
Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L3-11 

Please see response to Comment L2-66.  
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Response to Comment L3-12 

Please see the response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L3-13 

Please see the response to Common Comment 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L3-14 

As documented in Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis (Section 4.1.1.2), of the Final EIS, the mainline 
curve just north of NE 20th Street would need to be tighter to accommodate an eastbound switch 
into the SR 520 Alternative and may require a reduction of the mainline speed. As noted in Section 
4.1.1.2, this is an operational disadvantage of the SR 520 Alternative. 

Response to Comment L3-15 

Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS has been updated to summarize the results of the 
work by the Urban Land Institute Advisory Services Panel noting that concepts were refined during 
the OMSF stakeholder process in the fall of 2014 and the revised design of the Preferred Alternative 
reflects the outcome of this process. Please see the responses to Common Comments 3 and, 11, and 
14 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L3-16 

 Advancing the design of the Preferred Alternative includes assessing TOD potential and enhancing 
compatibility with surrounding land uses. Please see responses to Comments L2-4 and L2-11, as 
well as the responses to Common Comments 13 and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L3-17 

Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.2), of the Final EIS describes the process Sound Transit 
conducted to identify potential alternatives for the project. The Link OMSF Corridor Analysis 
identified constraints, benefits, and trade-offs from locating an OMSF in the north, south, and east 
corridors to serve the ST2 expansion. The scale and configuration of the OMSF are based on the 
functions needed at the facility. These are described in Section 2.3 of the Final EIS. The alternatives 
that were studied and recommended for evaluation in the Draft EIS, including a two-site OMSF 
option, are described in Section 2.3.1 of the Final EIS. 

Since the Drat EIS, the site design and layout of the Preferred Alternative have been refined to 
incorporate key concepts that were identified during Urban Land Institute and stakeholder work, as 
well as ongoing coordination with the City of Bellevue to make the OMSF more compatible with the 
Bel-Red Subarea vision (see Section 2.6.1 of the Final EIS). Sound Transit is committed to employing 
strategies to help integrate the OMSF into surrounding land uses and promote TOD adjacent to the 
future 120th Avenue Station while planning and developing a regional transit system that does not 
compromise the efficiency of transportation operations. Please also see the responses to Common 
Comments 3 and 11 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Responses to Letter L4, City of Bellevue Fire Department 

Response to Comment L4-1 

Please see response to Comment L2-91. 

Response to Comment L4-2 

Chapter 3, Section 3.15, Public Services, of the Final EIS has been updated to note that the East Metro 
Training Group also uses the Public Safety Training Center and would be affected if the BNSF 
Modified Alternative were constructed. Please see response to Comment L2-91. 

Response to Comment L4-3 

Please see response to Comment L2-91. 
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Responses to Letter L5, City of Lynnwood 

Response to Comment L5-1 

The City’s opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative is noted.  

Response to Comment L5-2  

Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis (Table 4-2), documents that the Lynnwood Alternative would have 
the highest operational and capital costs. Please see the response to Common Comment 1 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L5-3 

As discussed in Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis, of the Final EIS, the Lynnwood Alternative would 
result in 15-minute headways after 6:30 p.m. on the Lynnwood-to-Overlake Transit Center line, 
which would not meet Sound Transit’s planned off-peak headway of 10 minutes until 10 p.m. 

Response to Comment L5-4 

The Final EIS acknowledges that the Lynnwood Alternative would have greater wetland impacts 
than the other build alternatives. The analysis of impacts on Scriber Creek and Scriber Creek 
wetlands is presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.6), of the Final EIS. 
Impacts on Scriber Creek Park are presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.18, Parklands and Open Space 
(Section 3.18.5.3), of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L5-5 

The analysis of the Lynnwood Alternative acknowledges that the site is adjacent to a residential 
neighborhood. This is considered in the impact evaluation for the visual, noise, and social resource 
sections of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L5-6 

Impacts on low-income and minority residents under the Lynnwood Alternative are summarized in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social Impacts, Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods, and evaluated in 
Appendix C, Environmental Justice, of the Final EIS. Appendix C concludes that none of the 
alternatives would result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-
income populations.  

Displacement of the Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) offices is acknowledged in 
Chapter 3, Sections 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, and 3.5, Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods, and Appendix C, Environmental Justice, of the Final EIS. As 
indicated in Appendix C, services at the DSHS, located on the Lynnwood Alternative site, include 
disability assistance, vocational education, and employment assistance. These DSHS offices have 
multiple locations throughout the state of Washington and Snohomish County. It is anticipated that 
there would be adequate availability of similar office buildings in the city of Lynnwood and that the 
population would be adequately served by the relocated DSHS offices. Relocation of these offices to a 
similar facility within the city of Lynnwood would not result in a lack of offices for social service 
providers in the city or the region. 
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Response to Comment L5-7 

Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L5-8 

Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect the decision by the 
Sound Transit Board in April 2015 regarding the Lynnwood Link Extension. Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences, of the Final EIS describes the impacts of the 
Lynnwood Alternative on natural and built environmental resources.  

Response to Comment L5-9 

Please see response to Comment L5-3. Less-frequent headways after the evening peak period would 
not affect system ridership levels measurably or the ability to meet ridership demand, which is 
driven by peak-period trips. Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social Impacts, Community Facilities, and 
Neighborhoods (Section 3.5.4.3), of the Final EIS describes potential social impacts from the 
Lynnwood Alternative. Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources, of the Final EIS 
documents visual impacts from the project. Section 3.6.4.2 states that lights would be screened and 
directed downward and toward work activities. Section 3.6.4.5 notes that landscaping would be 
required, per Lynnwood Municipal Code, to screen the site and enhance visual quality. Sound 
Transit would be required to obtain a Conditional Use Permit from the City of Lynnwood if the 
Lynnwood Alternative is identified as the alternative to be built. That process would further define 
design measures to address compatibility with adjacent residential land uses.  

Response to Comment L5-10 

Appendix E.2, Chapter 5, Impact Assessment Approach, of the Noise and Vibration Technical Report 
has detailed information regarding the assumptions used in executing the noise analysis, including 
information regarding the use of bells in the study area. 

Response to Comment L5-11 

Chapter 3, Section 3.18, Parklands and Open Space (Section 3.18.4.6), of the Final EIS addresses the 
potential impacts of the Lynnwood Alternative on adjacent land uses, such as recreational daytime 
use of Scriber Creek Park.  

The impacts of noise and activity on wildlife in Scriber Creek Park and the Scriber Creek wetland is 
addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems, of the Final EIS. Additional analysis of construction 
and operational impacts on wildlife from the Lynnwood Alternative, including the effects of noise 
and activity, are addressed in Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report (Sections 4.2.1.2 and 
4.2.2.2), of the Final EIS. 

The potential effects of nighttime light on wildlife utilization of the park and wetland have been 
considered and are presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.3), and 
Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report, of the Final EIS. No substantial adverse impacts on 
wildlife utilization in the adjacent park or wetland are anticipated as a result of nighttime light from 
the OMSF at the Lynnwood Alternative site. 
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Response to Comment L5-12 

Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L5-13  

As indicated in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for the Project, in the Final EIS, the purpose of the project 
is to enable Sound Transit to meet the maintenance and storage needs of the expanded fleet of LRVs 
identified in ST2. To do so, the facility must be close to an existing light rail guideway or one that is 
planned and funded under ST2. An OMSF near Paine Field does not meet this requirement because it is 
not part of ST2. Although addressed in the fiscally unconstrained Regional Transit Long-Range Plan, a 
light rail extension to Everett is not funded or approved by voters at this time.  

Response to Comment L5-14 

Please see response to Comment L5-13. Chapter 3, Section 3.0, Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences (Section 3.0.2), of the Final EIS defines reasonably foreseeable future 
actions. “Sound Transit 3 (ST3),” as referenced in this comment, presumably refers to a future 
package of regional transit improvements that has not yet been defined and is, therefore, not 
included in Table 3-1 of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L5-15 

Please see response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS and response to Comment L5-6 in this appendix. 

Response to Comment L5-16 

The Minneapolis Transit operations and maintenance facility was not intended to be an example of 
an OMSF in a residential area. As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Final EIS, other 
OMSF sites were included to demonstrate the diverse range of land use patterns where OMSFs are 
sited throughout the United States. The Minneapolis Transit facility was included in the discussion 
because it is situated on light industrial lands adjacent to a regional trail and public open space 
(community garden); proximity to residential uses was not discussed or implied. The Massachusetts 
Bay Transportation Authority’s Riverside Yard is immediately adjacent to a community center and 
low-density multifamily residential development to the north; beyond these two parcels, there is a 
single-family residential development.  

Response to Comment L5-17 

The report from the Urban Land Institute Advisory Services Panel (included as Appendix F.5 of the 
Final EIS) describes the panel’s assignment and recommendations. The panel of experts was not asked 
to evaluate the environmental impacts of the build alternatives. Instead, it was tasked with reviewing 
each alternative site, independent of the others, and providing observations and/or recommendations 
regarding ways to integrate an OMSF into respective neighborhoods and identify methods to maximize 
TOD and economic development opportunities at or around each build alternative site. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives Considered (Section 2.4), of the Final EIS summarizes the Urban Land Institute Advisory 
Services Panel process and recommendations and notes that the City of Lynnwood staff declined to 
participate in the field tours and workshops held with the panel. 
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Response to Comment L5-18 

Regarding the statement in Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources (Section 3.6.3.3), of 
the Final EIS that 52nd Avenue W acts as a barrier between the OMSF and surrounding 
neighborhood, the intent of the statement was to illustrate that 52nd Avenue W separates residents 
from the OMSF. This statement has been revised in the Final EIS for clarity. Chapter 3, Section 3.6, 
Visual and Aesthetic Resources (Section 3.6.4.5), of the Final EIS describes the visual impact on 
residents who live on 52nd Avenue W. Appendix F.3, Visual Simulations and Key Observation Point 
Analysis, of the Final EIS illustrates the visual impacts of the OMSF from 52nd Avenue W. 
Photographs F.3-19 and F.3-20 in Appendix F.3 of the Final EIS depict existing and simulated views 
of the Lynnwood site at 52nd Avenue W. Based on this simulation and the visual analysis conducted 
for this KOP, the degree of visual change at this location would be moderate (i.e., resulting in a 
moderate level of visual quality for residents along 52nd Avenue W).  

Response to Comment L5-19  

Please see response to Comment L5-6. Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements, and 
Relocations, of the Final EIS provides additional detail regarding relocation and states that relocation 
assistance would be available in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisitions Policy Act and Sound Transit’s Real Property Acquisition and Relocation 
Policy, Procedures, and Guidelines. Lighting and visual effects are addressed in further detail in 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L5-20 

Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social Impacts, Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods (Section 3.5.7), of the 
Final EIS serves as a summary of the environmental justice analysis in Appendix C, Environmental 
Justice, of the Final EIS. As described in Appendix C, most impacts would be limited in scope, and 
adverse impacts would be mitigated through the implementation of effective mitigation measures, 
which are described throughout Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. Therefore, there would not be 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on minority and low-income populations under any 
alternative. Please also see response to Comment L5-6.  

Response to Comment L5-21 

Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources (Section 3.6.3.3), of the Final EIS states that the 
Lynnwood landscape unit encompasses the Lynnwood Alternative site, which is bounded to the 
north by Cedar Valley Road, Scriber Creek Park, and Scriber Creek Trail; to the east by vacant 
parcels that are vegetated wetland areas; to the south by the Interurban Trail, warehouse 
development, and Interstate 5; and to the west by residential development. The site is mostly 
vacant, with commercial development located north of 204th Street SW and warehouse 
development north of the Interurban Trail. The Final EIS analysis states that nearby viewers include 
residents west of 52nd Avenue W; recreationists who use the park, trails, and local roadways; 
motorists on local roadways; and workers and patrons at businesses on and adjacent to the 
Lynnwood Alternative site. Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Section 3.3.4.6), of the Final EIS, 
indicates that Sound Transit would be required to obtain a Conditional Use Permit from the City of 
Lynnwood. That process would further define design measures to address issues related to 
compatibility with adjacent land uses. The description of views of the visual setting and viewers is 
accurate. The analysis of impacts was based on the quality of existing views. As stated in the Final 
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EIS, no visual impacts would occur with implementation of the project. Landscaping would be 
required, per Lynnwood Municipal Code, to screen the site and enhance the visual quality of the 
perimeter of the proposed project. A sight-obscuring fence would be required at the site, per 
Lynnwood Municipal Code.  

Response to Comment L5-22 

The impact assessment for noise and vibration was performed in accordance with FTA criteria. 
Furthermore, it evaluated and identified noise impacts under the City of Lynnwood Noise Control 
Ordinance. The analysis assumed worst-case operations at the project site; actual noise levels are 
expected to be lower than those presented in the analysis (e.g., warning horns are not installed on 
motor vehicles). However, mitigation is provided for noise impacts associated with the Lynnwood 
Alternative. This includes a noise wall along the side of the site (i.e., between the facility and 
residences). No noise impacts are predicted at Scriber Creek Park, and no impacts on wildlife are 
expected. Wildlife in the area would already be accustomed to noise from Interstate 5, truck traffic 
on adjacent arterials, and existing noise in the project area. Additional noise produced by operations 
at the OMSF, even during night hours, would not be expected to affect any local area wildlife. 
Appendix E.2, Noise and Vibration Technical Report, of the Final EIS has detailed information 
regarding the assumptions used in executing the noise analysis and the predicted noise levels for 
each of the residences located near the OMSF. Please see response to Comment L5-11. Noise and 
human disturbance issues were addressed in Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report 
(Section 4.2.2.1), of the Final EIS. Noise and disturbances related specifically to the Lynnwood 
Alternative are also addressed in Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report (Section 4.2.2.2), of the 
Final EIS. Additional detail regarding the potential for noise-related impacts on wildlife has been 
added to Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report of the Final EIS, and Chapter 3, Section 3.9, 
Ecosystems, of the Final EIS to focus specifically on the landscape setting of each site and the 
potential for noise to disturb wildlife during construction and operation of the OMSF. 

Response to Comment L5-23 

This multipart comment includes several components, which are responded to in order. 

1. Response to comment on Draft EIS page 3.9-16: The referenced section addresses short-term 
construction-related impacts. Long-term effects on wetland/riparian vegetation and associated 
ecological functions are addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems. Potential impacts on 
ecological functions provided by the wetland are also discussed in Appendix E.3, Ecosystems 
Technical Report (Section 4.1.2), of the Final EIS.  

The loss of vegetation at the outer western edge of the wetland, as well as temporary clearing 
activity and the placement of a support piling for the elevated track within the wetland, even if 
located near the thalweg of Scriber Creek, are not expected to create large areas of unshaded 
open water. As such, the potential for the Lynnwood Alternative to increase water temperatures 
downstream in either Scriber Creek or Swamp Creek is very low, as is the potential for an 
increase in predation, an increase in nutrients, or an increase in sunlight great enough to create 
algae blooms in the wetland. Additional analysis has been added to Chapter 3, Section 3.9, 
Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.6), and Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report (Section 4.2), of the 
Final EIS.  
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2. Response to comment on Draft EIS page 3.9-26: Compensatory mitigation for impacts on 
wetlands, streams, and other critical areas would be implemented in accordance with applicable 
federal, state, and local requirements and guidelines, including those related to an appropriate 
compensatory mitigation area, as noted in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (3.9.6.2), of the 
Final EIS. 

3. Response to comment on Draft EIS page 3.9-27: The referenced sentence presented a general 
reference to the efforts in the basin to restore and enhance stream and wetland habitats and 
thus the potential for positive cumulative effects within the basin relative to stream and wetland 
habitat conditions. The sentence has been removed; however, it does not change any 
conclusions presented in the Final EIS. 

4. Response to comment on Draft EIS page 3.9-29: Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems 
(Section 3.9.6.2), of the Final EIS states that compensatory mitigation would be conducted in 
accordance with applicable federal, state, and local requirements and guidelines and further 
references the local Critical Areas Ordinance for Lynnwood. This section also states that Sound 
Transit would work with the City of Lynnwood to define appropriate mitigation, consistent with 
the local plans and regulations.  

Text under the Approved Mitigation Bank and King County In-Lieu Fee Program sections has been 
modified to reference specifically Lynnwood regulations regarding mitigation requirements for 
mitigation in the same drainage basin. 

5. Response to comment on Draft EIS page 3.10-2, Table 3.10-1: Chapter 3, Section 3.10, Water 
Resources (Table 3.10-1), of the Final EIS has been revised to reflect current Category 5 water 
quality impairments in Swamp Creek (temperature, pH, and dissolved oxygen) and Scriber Lake 
(phosphorous). 

6. Response to comment on Draft EIS page 3.10-3: Chapter 3, Section 3.10, Water Resources 
(Section 3.10.3.3), of the Final EIS has been corrected to appropriately describe Scriber Creek as 
it flows through the Scriber Creek wetland and the Lynnwood Alternative site, consistent with 
Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems, of the Final EIS. This revision does not change any 
conclusions presented in the Final EIS.  

7. Please see response to Comment L5-23, components 1 and 5.  

Response to Comment L5-24 

To support design of an OMSF at the Lynnwood Alternative site, a retaining wall may be required 
along 52nd Avenue W. To ensure uniformity of finish for the structural guideway, portals, retaining 
walls, and mechanically stabilized earth walls and facilitate graffiti removal, all concrete structures 
that would be visible to the public would be sealed with a WSDOT-approved pigmented sealer. 
Landscaping would be provided along 52nd Avenue W, per City of Lynnwood Municipal Code and 
the conditions of the Conditional Use Permit. Please also see response to Comment L5-21. 

Response to Comment L5-25 

Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis (Section 4.1.1), of the Final EIS discusses how well each alternative 
meets the goal of providing efficient and reliable light rail service. Capital and operation costs are 
discussed in Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis (Section 4.1.3), of the Final EIS. Information regarding 
the cost of the build alternatives is provided in Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis (Table 4-3), of the 
Final EIS. Please see the response to Common Comment 1 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Response to Comment L5-26 

Switches used for access to and movements within the OMSF yard are included in the noise analysis.  

Response to Comment L5-27 

The peak 1-hour equivalent sound level (Leq) at residences along 52nd Avenue W is shown in Table 
6-4, of Appendix E.2, Noise and Vibration Technical Report. This is the noise metric used to assess 
proposed project’s consistency with the City’s noise regulations for EDNA classes. The levels shown 
represent the cumulative noise level that would be produced in 1 hour by operations at the OMSF. 

Response to Comment L5-28 

There is no further change regarding the number of events. FTA provides three different levels, 
Infrequent Events (fewer than 30 events), Occasional Events (30 to 70 events) and Frequent Events 
(more than 70 events). Frequent Events is the most stringent category and the level that was used for 
this analysis. 

Response to Comment L5-29 

Ldn is a 24-hour noise measurement with a 10-decibel penalty for nighttime noise between 10 p.m. 
and 7 a.m. that pertains specifically to sleeping periods. This approach is conservative in that it 
artificially increases the predicted noise levels during these hours to address issues related to 
nighttime sensitivity. Appendix E.2, Noise and Vibration Technical Report, provides 24 graphs of the 
1-hour measurements in an attachment for reference. 

Response to Comment L5-30 

This information is included in the last bullet on page 5-2 of Appendix E.2, Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report. 

Response to Comment L5-31 

The description provided in the second bullet point on page 5-2 is specific to the LRV wash systems. 
The automated door for the LRV wash system will operate as specified. 

Response to Comment L5-32 

Wheel squeal, which results from steel wheels rolling on tight-radius curves, can vary widely, 
depending on the speed of the LRVs as they move through the curves. It is not caused by bearings or 
related to age. Lubrication has been the proven method for addressing this issue on Sound Transit 
and other light rail systems. For example, Portland, Oregon, has relied on this method for 20 years 
with success. As noted in Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Noise and Vibration (Section 3.8.2.2), of the Final 
EIS, LRVs will not operate at high speeds within the OMSF (i.e., no greater than 8 mph). Therefore, 
wheel squeal is not expected to be an issue of concern. 
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Response to Comment L5-33 

The analysis assumes the worst-case 1-hour Leq and 24-hour Ldn, which are the normal descriptors 
for a technical noise analysis. The study also assumes worst-case operations. Actual noise levels are 
expected to be lower than those presented in the report. Please see response to Comment L5-29.  

Response to Comment L5-34 

No soil samples were taken at the Lynnwood Alternative site; soil samples are not required for 
vibration predictions. However, vibration propagation measurements were taken and were used to 
provide accurate vibration levels. Vibration propagation measurements were taken in the cul-de-sac 
at the south end of 53rd Avenue W, with an additional vibration propagation measurement taken in 
the Lynnwood Park and Ride lot. Testing in Portland and Seattle, as well as tests performed by FTA 
and others, show the wet soil does not have a measurable effect on the propagation of vibration 
from light rail operations. Modern light rail operations do not cause buildings to settle, especially at 
distances of more than 25 to 50 feet. The residences are more than 100 feet from the nearest tracks. 
The vibration levels are provided in Appendix E.2, Noise and Vibration Technical Report, of the Final 
EIS. 

Vibration from a slow-speed modern light rail system would not produce excessive vibration at the 
residences across 52nd Avenue W given the distance from the OMSF. Multiple measurements 
support this conclusion. 

Response to Comment L5-35  

Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report (Section 3.2.2.1), of the Final EIS, states that Swamp 
Creek, Little Bear Creek, and North Creek are all tributaries to the Lake Washington hydrologic unit. 
The text has been revised to clarify that North Creek and Little Bear Creek, as well as Swamp Creek, 
are all tributaries to the Lake Washington hydrologic unit but are not tributary to each other. 

The current Category 5 parameters on the 2012 303(d) list for Swamp Creek are dissolved oxygen, 
pH, and temperature, with Scriber Lake also listed for phosphorous. Swamp Creek is classified as 
Category 4A for fecal coliform and Category 2 (waters of concern) for mercury and bioassessment 
but is not 303(d) listed for these parameters at this time. The text has been revised to address the 
omission of the temperature and phosphorous listings. 

Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report (Section 3.3.5.4), of the Final EIS was revised to include 
the potential for otters to occur periodically in the study area. 
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Responses to Letter L6, City of Lynnwood, Historical Commission 

Response to Comment L6-1 

The Cedar Valley Grange property at 20526 52nd Avenue W (APN 00462600800400) was 
previously evaluated by Silverman (2012) for the Sound Transit Lynnwood Link Extension Draft EIS 
(Sound Transit 2013) and is recorded in the Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation’s Washington Information System for Architectural and Archaeological Records Data 
(WISAARD). The evaluation lists the property as “not eligible.” It was formally determined not 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places by the Federal Highway Administration 
and the Washington State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) on August 12, 2014. Appendix E.4, 
Historic and Archaeological Resources Technical Report (pages 4-4 and 6-9), references this 
information. The Cedar Valley Grange property is not listed in the Lynnwood Register of Historic 
Resources. 

Response to Comment L6-2 

Several segments of the Seattle-Everett Interurban Railway that extend southwest–northeast 
through and in the vicinity of the Lynnwood Alternative area of potential effects have been 
previously evaluated and recorded in the Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation’s WISAARD. These include evaluations by Gilpin (2009), Chambers (2012a), and 
Silverman (2012). The latter was conducted for the Lynnwood Link Extension Draft EIS (Sound 
Transit 2013). The Washington SHPO concurred with this evaluation and determined that the 
Interurban Railway was not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places on 
December 2, 2012, and August 2, 2013. Appendix E.4, Historic and Archaeological Resources 
Technical Report, references this information (pages 4-3, 4-4 and 6-10) and provides a discussion of 
the Seattle-Everett Interurban Railway’s route through both King and Snohomish Counties 
(pages 3-5 and 3-6). 

Response to Comment L6-3 

Please see responses to Comments L6-1 and L6-2. No historic properties were identified in the study 
area for the Lynnwood Alterative area of potential effects. This includes properties that are eligible 
for or listed in the National Register of Historic Places, the Washington Heritage Register, or the City 
of Lynnwood Register of Historic Resources. The Cedar Valley Grange property is not listed in the 
Lynnwood Register of Historic Resources. All of the properties in the study area for the Lynnwood 
Alternative site were previously evaluated by Silverman (2012) for the Lynnwood Link Extension 
Draft EIS (Sound Transit 2013), determined “not eligible” for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places, or were less than 50 years old. Because no historic properties are known to exist in 
the study area, future development is not expected to affect historic resources.  
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Letter L7, Edmonds School District 
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Responses to Letter L7, Edmonds School District 

Response to Comment L7-1 
Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted. The Lynnwood Alternative would not 
displace residents or otherwise affect affordable housing. The Lynnwood Alternative is not located 
within the Puget Sound Regional Council’s designated Urban Center in Lynnwood. Please refer to 
response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, in the Final 
EIS, which addresses impacts on the Scriber Creek wetlands. 

Response to Comment L7-2 
Please see the response to Common Comment 1 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
in the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L7-3 
Please see response to Comments L5-3 and L5-9. 

Response to Comment L7-4 
The Lynnwood Alternative requires more parcel acquisitions than other build alternatives but has 
the fewest business displacements.  

Response to Comment L7-5 
Please see response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L7-6 
Simulated KOPs were chosen to represent the most sensitive views, based on number of viewers, 
length of time a typical observer would see the view, and proximity of viewers to build alternative 
sites and their locations. Photograph F.3-2 (KOP A) shows the view of Lynnwood Alternative Design 
Option C1. Photograph F.3-8 (KOP A) shows the view of Lynnwood Alternative Design Option C2. 
KOP A is located at 206th Street SW rather than 204th Street SW; 206th Street SW looking to the 
north is a view of the bulk of the OMSF buildings and retaining wall for a typical viewer.  

Response to Comment L7-7 
Please refer to response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L7-8 
Chapter 3, Section 3.15, Public Services, of the Final EIS discusses existing conditions and potential 
impacts on public services at the build alternative sites. The public services considered in the analysis 
are fire and emergency medical services (including hospitals), police services, schools (public and 
private), and solid waste and recycling facilities. The analysis of potential impacts on the Department 
of Social and Health Services is described in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social Impacts, Community 
Facilities, and Neighborhoods, and Appendix C, Environmental Justice of the Final EIS. Please also see 
response to Common Comment 21 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, in the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment L7-9 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment L7-10 

Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L7-11 

Comment noted. Please see responses to Comments L7-1 through L7-10.  
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Letter L8, King County Department of Natural Resources and 
Parks 
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Responses to Letter L8, King County Department of Natural Resources and 
Parks 

Response to Comment L8-1 

Please see the response to Common Comment 28 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L8-2 

The requirements of King County Code 28.84.050 will be addressed as design of the OMSF 
progresses. Sound Transit initiated coordination with the King County Wastewater Treatment 
Division subsequent to publication of the Draft EIS. In addition to the Eastside Interceptor sewer 
line, which is located in the Eastside Rail Corridor, another large King County Wastewater 
Treatment Division sewer pipe, the Lake Hills Interceptor, crosses the Preferred Alternative site and 
connects to the Eastside Interceptor. The layout and configuration of the Preferred Alternative have 
been modified to avoid construction of OMSF buildings within the 10-foot easement area for this 
sewer pipe. Sound Transit will continue to coordinate regarding design and construction activities 
that have the potential to affect King County facilities and other utilities at the Preferred Alternative 
site.  

Response to Comment L8-3 

Please see response to Comment L2-95 and the response to Common Comment 28 in Chapter 5, 
Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment L8-4 

Please see response to Comment L2-96. 

Response to Comment L8-5 

Please see response to Comment L2-97. 

Response to Comment L8-6 

Please see response to Comment L8-2. 
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Letter L9, Metropolitan King County Council 
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Responses to Letter L9, Metropolitan King County Council 

Response to Comment L9-1 

 Sound Transit is committed to working with stakeholders and will continue to engage with the 
Eastside Rail Corridor Regional Advisory Council to ensure that the council’s interests are 
considered throughout the design process and the obligations of the railbanking agreement are 
upheld. Please see the response to Comment L2-95 and response to Common Comment 28 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment L9-2 

Please see the response to Common Comment 11 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Tribes 
Letter T1, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, Fisheries Division 
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Responses to Letter T1, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, Fisheries Division 

Response to Comment T1-1 

An analysis of the potential removal of barriers to fish passage and consequent effects of the SR 520 
Alternative relative to future fish passage is provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems, and 
Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report, of the Final EIS. The potential for precluding fish passage 
in the future has been incorporated into the environmental impact analysis. 

Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.3.3), states that despite the already-degraded 
condition, the stream channel and its buffer would be expected to provide rearing habitat for some 
resident fish and potentially anadromous fish should downstream fish passage barriers be removed 
in the future. Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.5), of the Final EIS similarly states that 
the SR 520 Alternative would preclude upstream fish passage on Goff Creek if the migratory 
corridor were to be restored at some point in the future. 

Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report (Section 4.1.2.2), of the Final EIS similarly acknowledges 
that the SR 520 Alternative would preclude fish passage into and past the site should the migratory 
corridor for salmonids and other fish species in Goff Creek be restored at some point in the future. 
Please see response to Comment L2-72 above and the response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 
5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment T1-2 

The referenced sentence has been amended to read as follows: “Although there is no commercial 
fishing in the aquatic resources study area, either by tribal or nontribal fishers, the streams of the 
study area are part of the Cedar/Sammamish/Lake Washington watershed, which provides salmon 
fisheries." 

Response to Comment T1-3 

Additional analysis regarding the placement of fill within the 100-year floodplain of Scriber Creek 
and the elimination of off-channel habitat for juvenile salmonids has been added to Chapter 3, 
Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.6), and Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report 
(Section 4.1.2.2), of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment T1-4 

Sound Transit will coordinate with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, Fisheries Division, during final 
design, and the tribe will be invited to participate in the permitting process. 

Response to Comment T1-5 

All Sound Transit projects must mitigate unavoidable impacts, thereby ensuring that they will not 
reduce ecosystem function or acreage (see Executive Order No. 1, Establishing a Sustainability 
Initiative for Sound Transit [2007]). In addition, all Sound Transit projects must consider low-
impact development (LID) methods, which often include technologies that maximize the removal of 
heavy metals and oils from stormwater, as a first choice for stormwater treatment. They OMSF 
design team will review the feasibility of LID strategies as the Preferred Alternative design advances 
and, if necessary, use other methods to protect water quality.   
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Businesses 
Letter B1, Acura of Bellevue 



Comments received from Businesses regarding the OMSF project are contained within this PDF.  
Comments have been bookmarked in the PDF alphabetically by the business name.   

1 Acura of Bellevue 
2 Adrenaline Watersports 
3 Barrier 
4 BECU 
5 BMW of Bellevue 
6 Eastside Staple and Nail 
7 Ferguson Enterprises 
8 Fireside Hearth & Home 
9 Geoline, Inc 
10 Harsch Investment Properties 
11 JC Auto Restoration 
12 Kiki Sushi 
13  Law Office of James R. Walsh 
14  Lifespring 
15 Mayes Testing Engineers, Inc. 
16 MJR Development 
17 MOSAIC Children’s Therapy Clinic 
18 MRM Capital  
19 Pine Forest Development 
20 Realty Executives 
21 Rockwell Institute 
22 Vidvel, Inc 
23 Wright Runstad & Co.   
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Responses to Letter B1, Acura of Bellevue 

Response to Comment B1-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to displaced businesses has been noted. Please see the 
response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, in the Final 
EIS. 

Response to Comment B1-2 

Please see response to Comment B1-1.  

Response to Comment B1-3 

Please see response to Comment B1-1.  
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Letter B2, Adrenaline Watersports 
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Responses to Letter B2, Adrenaline Watersports 

Response to Comment B2-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to ecological and economic impacts has been noted.  

Response to Comment B2-2 

Analysis of the impacts on Goff Creek is presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 
3.9.4.5), of the Final EIS. Please see the response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B2-3 

Please see the response to Common Comment 10 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B2-4 

Please see the response to Common Comment 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B2-5 

Support for the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative over the SR 520 Alternative 
has been noted.  

Response to Comment B2-6 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to effects on the surrounding neighborhood and 
businesses has been noted. Impacts on neighborhoods are addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social 
Impacts, Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter B3, Barrier 
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Responses to Letter B3, Barrier 

Response to Comment B3-1 

Please see responses to Common Comments 11, 12, 13, and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B3-2 

Please see responses to Common Comments 11, 12, and 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B3-3 

Please see responses to Common Comments 6 and 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B3-4 

Please see responses to Comments L1-1 and L2-45 and responses to Common Comments 11, 12, 15, 
and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B3-5 

Please refer to responses to Common Comments 11, 12, and 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS, which address concerns with the Bel-Red Subarea Plan and 
future development. NEPA requires an analysis of a project’s alternatives impacts compared to a No 
Project Alternative, which in the case of the Final EIS, is based on a design year 2035 baseline. The 
noise and visual quality analyses consider existing uses, as well as reasonably foreseeable future 
development, as described in Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, of 
the Final EIS. The Spring District Master Plan is considered reasonably foreseeable by having 
obtained a Master Development Permit from the City of Bellevue. Accordingly, the noise and visual 
quality analyses consider future development envisioned at the Spring District (Chapter 3, 
Sections 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources, and 3.8, Noise and Vibration, of the Final EIS). However, 
it is industry standard when analyzing traffic and air quality impacts on future baseline (horizon 
year) scenarios to conduct analyses. This is considered a more accurate approach to determining a 
project’s potential to contribute to long-term or cumulative changes in the transportation network 
resulting from foreseeable development.  

Response to Comment B3-6 

The No Build Alternative includes funded or committed projects that are considered likely to be 
implemented based on approved and committed funding. This includes the portions of the Spring 
District that have approval by the City of Bellevue. Please see the response to Common Comment 
12 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS and response to Comment 
B3-5. 
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Response to Comment B3-7 

Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources, of the Final EIS provides an analysis of 
potential impacts on the Spring District development; discussions are included in Operational 
Impacts, as well as Indirect and Cumulative Impacts. Please see response to Comment L2-46.  

Response to Comment B3-8 

Please refer to response to Common Comment 24 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B3-9 

Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation (Table 3.1-3), of the Final EIS presents a summary of the 
existing condition of 120th Avenue NE. The paragraph that follows Table 3.1-3 lists several 
documents that identify planned roadway improvements that could alter the existing transportation 
network before the 2035 design year, including those planned for 120th Avenue NE. Appendix E.1, 
Transportation Technical Report, provides more details about the planned 120th Avenue NE 
improvements (Stage 2 & 3) - NE 8th Street to Northup Way (TIP #15, CIP #R-164, TFP #208). The 
access analysis for the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative sites presented in the 
appendix notes that, although 120th Avenue NE could be widened to five lanes by 2035 as part of 
TIP project #15, the majority of the funding for this project is currently unsecured. Therefore, the 
existing roadway configuration was assumed as a worst case for operational analyses. As shown, all 
turning movements at the proposed access are projected to operate at level of service (LOS) C or 
better during all peak hours. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to result in any adverse 
traffic operational impacts at the site access driveway. 

Response to Comment B3-10 

Please see the response to Common Comment 6 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B3-11 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 12 and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B3-12 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 6 and 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B3-13 

Opposition to locating a station in the vicinity of a station due to loss of TOD potential has been 
noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter B4, John Robertson 
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Response to Letter B4, John Robertson 

Response to Comment B4-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on local businesses has been noted. Please see 
response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS. The process to identify and evaluate potential OMSF sites is described in Chapter 2, Alternatives 
Considered, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter B5, Boeing Employees Credit Union 
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Responses to Letter B5, Boeing Employees Credit Union 

Response to Comment B5-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B5-2 

Please see response to Comment B2-2.  

Response to Comment B5-3 

Please see response to Comment B2-3.  

Response to Comment B5-4 

Please see response to Comment B2-4.  

Response to Comment B5-5 

Please see response to Comment B2-5.  

Response to Comment B5-6 

Please see response to Comment B2-6.  

Response to Comment B5-7 

Please see response to Comment B5-1.  

Response to Comment B5-8 

Please see response to Comment B2-2.  

Response to Comment B5-9 

Please see response to Comment B2-3.  

Response to Comment B5-10 

 Please see response to Comment B2-4.  

Response to Comment B5-11 

Please see response to Comment B2-5.  

Response to Comment B5-12 

Please see response to Comment B2-6.  
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Letter B6, BMW of Bellevue 
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Responses to Letter B6, BMW of Bellevue 

Response to Comment B6-1 

Comment noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, in the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B6-2 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to cumulative construction traffic impacts on surrounding 
land uses has been noted. Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation, of the Final EIS acknowledges that 
construction for East Link would overlap with the planned construction period for the proposed 
OMSF, which could result in potential construction impacts, including some short-term lane 
closures, increased haul traffic, transit route changes, and temporary sidewalk closures near the 
OMSF site. To minimize these potential impacts, a construction transportation management plan 
(CTMP) addressing site access, traffic control, and hauling routes; construction employee parking; 
and pedestrian and bicycle control in the area would be prepared per City of Bellevue requirements, 
as applicable (see Appendix E.1, Transportation Technical Report). As determined in Chapter 3, 
Section 3.1, Transportation, and Appendix E.1, Transportation Technical Report, of the Final EIS, 
implementation of the CTMP, along with adherence to permitting requirements and design 
standards, would minimize traffic impacts during construction. Furthermore, the SR 520 Alternative 
would result in net decreases in traffic generated on local roadways compared to the existing land 
uses on those sites after construction.  

Response to Comment B6-3 

Please see the response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B6-4 

Support for the Lynnwood Alternative as compared to the other build alternatives has been noted.  
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Letter B7, Eastside Staple and Nail 
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Responses to Letter B7, Eastside Staple and Nail 

Response to Comment B7-1 

Your concern over the timing for potential property acquisition is noted. The Sound Transit Board of 
Directors is expected to select the project to build in fall 2015, after completion of the environmental 
review process. Until that time, Sound Transit would not acquire properties needed for the 
proposed project.  

Response to Comment B7-2 

In July 2014, after a 45-day Draft EIS public review and comment period, the Sound Transit Board 
identified the BNSF Alternative as the Preferred Alternative for evaluation in the Final EIS. All build 
alternatives are still being considered, and the Sound Transit Board of Directors will make a final 
decision on the project to be built following publication of the Final EIS. If the Preferred Alternative 
or the BNSF Modified Alternative is selected as the alternative to be built, acquisition of Eastside 
Staple & Nail would be needed. Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, 
of the Final EIS states that Sound Transit would provide relocation assistance to displaced 
businesses.  
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Letter B8, Ferguson Enterprises 
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Responses to Letter B8, Ferguson Enterprises 

Response to Comment B8-1 

Please see response to Comment B5-1.  

Response to Comment B8-2 

Please see response to Comment B2-2.  

Response to Comment B8-3 

Please see response to Comment B2-3.  

Response to Comment B8-4 

Please see response to Comment B2-4.  

Response to Comment B8-5 

Please see response to Comment B2-5.  

Response to Comment B8-6 

Please see response to comment B2-6. 
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Letter B9, Fireside Hearth & Home 
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Responses to Letter B9, Fireside Hearth & Home 

Response to Comment B9-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment B9-2 

Please refer to response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B9-3 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment B9-4 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment B9-5 

The property acquisition and relocation process includes property appraisal, which would account 
for the value of improvements to properties at the time they are acquired.  

Response to Comment B9-6 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment B9-7 

Please see response to Comment B2-2.  

Response to Comment B9-8 

Please see response to Comment B2-3.  

Response to Comment B9-9 

Please see response to Comment B2-4.  

Response to Comment B9-10 

Please see response to Comment B2-5.  

Response to Comment B9-11 

Please see response to Comment B2-6. 
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Responses to Letter B10, Geoline, Inc. 

Response to Comment B10-1 

Please see response to Comment B5-1.  

Response to Comment B10-2 

Please see response to Comment B2-2.  

Response to Comment B10-3 

Please see response to Comment B2-3.  

Response to Comment B10-4 

Please see response to Comment B2-4.  

 Response to Comment B10-5 

Please see response to Comment B2-5.  

Response to Comment B10-6 

Please see response to Comment B2-6. 
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Letter B11, Harsch Investment Properties 
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Responses to Letter B11, Harsch Investment Properties 

Response to Comment B11-1 

Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B11-2 

Please see response to Comment B2-2.  

Response to Comment B11-3 

Please see the response to Common Comment 10 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B11-4 

Please see response to Comment B2-4.  

Response to Comment B11-5 

Chapter 3, Sections 3.9, Ecosystems; 3.10, Water Resources; and 3.4, Economics; and Chapter 4, 
Alternatives Analysis, of the Final EIS consider the economic and ecological impacts of the build 
alternatives in Bellevue. The BNSF Alternative site was identified by the Sound Transit Board of 
Directors as the Preferred Alternative in July 2014. 

Response to Comment B11-6 

Thank you for the offer to help identify a more suitable alternative site. Sound Transit has 
undergone an extensive identification and evaluation process to determine potential OMSF sites, as 
described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS. 
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Responses to Letter B12, Auto Restoration 

Response to Comment B12-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to the additional cost from the operation of the 
proposed storage tracks at a separate location in Bellevue has been noted. The Final EIS 
acknowledges these higher operational costs of the Lynnwood Alternative in Chapter 4, Alternatives 
Analysis. The BNSF Storage Tracks component of the Lynnwood Alternative would include an 
operator facility, and trains would deploy and return directly to this facility. It is not anticipated that 
train operators based out of the Lynnwood Alternative site would need to move trains from the 
Lynnwood Alternative site to the BNSF Storage Tracks. 

Response to Comment B12-2 

Response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS addresses impacts on the adjacent residential neighborhood as a result of the Lynnwood 
Alternative. The minority and low-income characteristics of the neighborhood surrounding the 
Lynnwood Alternative site are acknowledged in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social Impacts, Community 
Facilities, and Neighborhoods, of the Final EIS. As described in Section 3.5 and Appendix C, 
Environmental Justice, of the Final EIS, Sound Transit has engaged diverse minority and low-income 
populations through the planning and development process of the project. Please refer to 
Appendices B, Public Involvement and Agency Coordination, and C, Environmental Justice, of the Final 
EIS for a more detailed discussion of the public outreach conducted.  

Response to Comment B12-3 

Please see the response to Common Comment 21 in Chapter 5. Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, in the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B12-4 

As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.2.1), of the Final EIS, Sound Transit will 
eventually need three light rail maintenance bases (one on the north line, one on the east line, and 
the existing Forest Street OMF in South Seattle) as the light rail system expands beyond what is 
funded under ST2. Having three bases geographically dispersed will minimize major service 
disruptions in the event of a major weather event, earthquake, or other emergency. There is 
potential for service disruption associated with emergency events for any of the build alternatives, 
both initially and once a third base is located and built. The type and severity of the disruption 
would depend on the location and type of emergency event and its effects on the system.  
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Responses to Letter B13, Kiki Sushi 

Response to Comment B13-1 

Please see response to Comment B5-1.  

Response to Comment B13-2 

Please see response to Comment B2-3.  

Response to Comment B13-3 

Please see response to Comment B2-4.  

Response to Comment B13-4 

Please see response to Comment B2-5.  

Response to Comment B13-5 

Please see response to Comment B2-6.  
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Responses to Letter B14, Law Office of James R. Walsh 

Response to Comment B14-1 

Sound Transit acknowledges that up to 14 businesses would be displaced with implementation of 
the Lynnwood Alternative. Sound Transit would provide relocation assistance to displaced 
businesses as described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, of the 
Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B14-2 

 Please see response to Comment B13-1 and response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public 
and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B14-3 

 The Final EIS includes an analysis of land use and neighborhood compatibility and potential 
wetland impacts under the Lynnwood Alternative. The Conditional Use Permit process would 
inform design of the OMSF to address land use and neighborhood compatibility issues. Please also 
see the response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the 
Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B14-4 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to the higher costs and impacts on vegetation, wildlife, 
and wetlands has been noted.  

Response to Comment B14-5 

Comment noted. Please refer to the response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS, which addresses impacts on the adjacent residential 
neighborhood as a result of the Lynnwood Alternative. Impacts on residents and neighborhoods are 
also discussed in Chapter 3, Sections 3.5, Social Impacts, Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods; 
3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources; 3.8, Noise and Vibration; and 3.18, Parklands and Open Space, of 
the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B14-6 

 Please see the response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, in the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B14-7 

Please see response to Comment B14-1.  

Response to Comment B14-8 

Please see response to Comment B14-2.  
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Response to Comment B14-9 

Please see response to Comment B14-3.  

Response to Comment B14-10 

Please see response to Comment B14-4.  

Response to Comment B14-11 

Please see response to Comment B14-5.  

Response to Comment B14-12 

Please see the response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, in the Final EIS. 
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Responses to Letter B15, LifeSpring 

Response to Comment B15-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment B15-2 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment B15-3 

Comment noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. There is no maximum limit on relocation assistance for 
businesses. Relocation assistance can include both moving expenses, which have no limits, and also 
reestablishment expenses. Reestablishment expenses can be applied (over and above moving 
expenses) to costs associated with configuring a new space to fit the current business practices or 
needs and/or for increased operating costs (such as increased rental fees). Under Washington State 
law, reestablishment expenses are capped at $50,000. 

Response to Comment B15-4 

Support for the Preferred Alternative over the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment B15-5 

Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B15-6 

Support for the Preferred Alternative over the SR 520 Alternative due to fewer displaced businesses 
and lower property tax revenue has been noted. Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Economics, of the Final EIS 
includes estimates of displaced employees from businesses that would be acquired and relocated by 
the proposed project for each build alternative. This section also states that Sound Transit would 
provide relocation assistance to displaced businesses and that jobs could be relocated rather than 
lost permanently.  

Response to Comment B15-7 

Support for the Preferred Alternative due to lower costs and fewer environmental impacts as 
compared to the other build alternatives, and because the Preferred Alternative would result in a 
land surplus of 4 acres for future development has been noted.  

Response to Comment B15-8 

Please see response to Comment B5-1.  

Response to Comment B15-9 

Please see response to Comment B2-2.  
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Response to Comment B15-10 

Please see response to Comment B2-3.  

Response to Comment B15-11 

Please see response to Comment B2-4.  

Response to Comment B15-12 

Please see response to Comment B2-5.  

Response to Comment B15-13 

Please see response to Comment B2-6.  

Response to Comment B15-14 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to the displacement of businesses has been noted. Please 
see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the 
Final EIS. 
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Letter B16, Mayes Testing Engineers, Inc. 
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Responses to Letter B16, Mayes Testing Engineers, Inc. 

Response to Comment B16-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment B16-2 

Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis, of the Final EIS acknowledges the higher operational costs of the 
Lynnwood Alternative as compared to the other build alternatives.  

Response to Comment B16-3 

Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B16-4 

Please refer to the response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, and Section 3.5, Social Impacts, Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods, of the Final EIS, 
which evaluates potential impacts on surrounding residential areas with implementation of the 
Lynnwood Alternative. As discussed, Sound Transit would incorporate measures to help minimize 
impacts of the proposed project on social interaction, community facilities, and neighborhood quality.  

Response to Comment B16-5 

Analysis of the impacts on Scriber Creek wetlands is presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems 
(Section 3.9.4.6), of the Final EIS. Please see the response to Common Comment 27 regarding Scriber 
Creek wetlands. Impacts related to the Preferred Alternative, BNSF Modified Alternative, and SR 520 
Alternative are presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4), of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B16-6 

Please see the response to Common Comment 21 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B16-7 

Please see response to Comment B16-1. 

Response to Comment B16-8 

Please see response to Comment B16-2.  

Response to Comment B16-9 

Please see response to Comment B16-3.  

Response to Comment B16-10 

Please see response to Comment B16-4.  
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Response to Comment B16-11 

Please see response to Comment B16-5. 

Response to Comment B16-12 

Please see response to Comment B16-6.  

Response to Comment B16-13 

Please see response to Comment B16-1.  

Response to Comment B16-14 

Please see response to Comment B16-2.  

Response to Comment B16-15 

Please see response to Comment B16-3.  

Response to Comment B16-16 

Please see response to Comment B16-4.  

Response to Comment B16-17 

Please see response to Comment B16-5. 

Response to Comment B16-18 

Please see response to Comment B16-6. 

Response to Comment B16-19 

Please see response to Comment B16-1.  

Response to Comment B16-20 

Please see response to Comment B16-2.  

Response to Comment B16-21 

Please see response to Comment B16-3.  

Response to Comment B16-22 

Please see response to Comment B16-4.  

Response to Comment B16-23 

Please see response to Comment B16-5. 
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Response to Comment B16-24 

Please see response to Comment B16-6. 

Response to Comment B16-25 

Please see response to Comment B16-1.  

Response to Comment B16-26 

Please see response to Comment B16-2.  

Response to Comment B16-27 

Please see response to Comment B16-3.  

Response to Comment B16-28 

Please see response to Comment B16-4.  

Response to Comment B16-29 

Please see response to Comment B16-5. 

Response to Comment B16-30 

Please see response to Comment B16-6.  

Response to Comment B16-31 

Please see response to Comment B16-1.  

Response to Comment B16-32 

Please see response to Comment B16-2.  

Response to Comment B16-33 

Please see response to Comment B16-3.  

Response to Comment B16-34 

Please see response to Comment B16-4.  

Response to Comment B16-35 

Please see response to Comment B16-5. 

Response to Comment B16-36 

Please see response to Comment B16-6.  
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Responses to Letter B17, MJR Development 

Response to Comment B17-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted. Please see response to Common Comment 
21 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B17-2 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment B17-3 

Please see the response to Common Comment 21 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment B17-4 

The Lynnwood Alternative would not displace residents; however, it would replace existing 
commercial and vacant land/open space with the OMSF. Please see response to Common Comment 
29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS regarding impacts on the 
surrounding community and adjacent land uses resulting from the Lynnwood Alternative. Impacts 
on surrounding wetlands, ecosystems, vegetation, and wildlife are addressed in Section 3.9, 
Ecosystems, of the Final EIS. Please also refer to Common Comment 27 regarding potential 
construction and operational impacts on Scriber Creek wetlands. Impacts on air, water, and soil are 
addressed in Chapter 3, Sections 3.7, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases; 3.10, Water Resources; and 
3.12, Geology and Soils, respectively, of the Final EIS,  

Response to Comment B17-5 

Comment noted.  
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Letter B18, MOSAIC Children’s Therapy Clinic 
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Responses to Letter B17, MOSAIC Children’s Therapy Clinic 

Response to Comment B18-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to the displacement of the MOSAIC Children’s Therapy 
Clinic has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS, which responds to the comments regarding the 
potential displacement of MOSAIC Children’s Therapy Clinic.  

Response to Comment B18-2 

Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS, which responds to comments regarding the potential displacement of MOSAIC 
Children’s Therapy Clinic. Business relocation assistance would include consideration of location 
and special space needs, as well as existing tenant improvements made by MOSAIC. Business 
relocation assistance includes both moving expenses and costs to reestablish the business at a new 
location. Reestablishment expenses can be applied (over and above moving expenses) to costs 
associated with configuring a new space to fit the current business practices or needs and/or for 
increased operating costs (such as increased rental fees), up to $50,000.  

Response to Comments B18-3 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to the displacement of the MOSAIC Children’s Therapy 
Clinic has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS and response to Comment B18-2.  

Also, general support for the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative over the SR 520 
Alternative has been noted. 

Response to Comment B18-4 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-5 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-6 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-7 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-8 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 
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Response to Comment B18-9 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-10 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-11 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-12 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-13 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-14 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-15 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-16 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-17 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-18 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-19 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-20 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-21 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 
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Response to Comment B18-22 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-23 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-24 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-25 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-26 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 

Response to Comment B18-27 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 
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Response to Letter B19, MRM Capital 

Response to Comment B19-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to the displacement of businesses has been noted. Please 
see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the 
Final EIS, which responds to your comments regarding the displacement of businesses from 
implementation of the SR 520 Alternative and describes Sound Transit’s relocation assistance for 
affected properties. Please also refer to the responses to Common Comments 10 and 11, which 
address consistency of the proposed project with the Bel-Red Corridor.  
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Responses to Letter B20, Pine Forest Development 

Response to Comment B20-1 

Opposition to the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment B20-2 

Please see response to Common Comment 11 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment B20-3 

Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.4), of the Final EIS documents the efforts of the Urban 
Land Institute Advisory Services Panel, along with subsequent efforts of Sound Transit and the 
stakeholder group since the Draft EIS to identify methods to maximize TOD potential on and 
surrounding the Preferred Alternative site consistent with the Bel-Red Subarea Plan. Please see 
response to Common Comment 11 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS.  

Response to Comment B20-4 

Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Table 3.3-1), of the Final EIS provides information on the amount 
of land that would be occupied by each OMSF site within a 0.25-mile radius of the 120th Avenue 
Station. The Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative would remove approximately 4% 
of the land available for TOD redevelopment within a 0.25-mile radius from the 120th Avenue 
Station. Table 3.3-2, Land Occupied by the OMSF within 0.5 Mile of a Light Rail Station, shows that the 
Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative would remove approximately 5 to 6% of total 
the land available for TOD redevelopment within a 0.50-mile radius from the 120th Avenue Station. 

Response to Comment B20-5 

Please see response to Common Comment 13 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS and response to Comment B3-1.  

Response to Comment B20-6 

Opposition to the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative has been noted.  
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Responses to Letter B21, Realty Executives 

Response to Comment B21-1 

Please see response to Comment B5-1.  

Response to Comment B21-2 

Please see response to Comment B2-2.  

Response to Comment B21-3 

Please see response to Comment B2-3.  

Response to Comment B21-4 

Please see response to Comment B2-4.  

Response to Comment B21-5 

Please see response to Comment B2-5.  

Response to Comment B21-6 

Please see response to Comment B2-6.  
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Responses to Letter B22, Rockwell Institute 

Response to Comment B22-1 

Please see response to Comment B5-1.  

Response to Comment B22-2 

Please see response to Comment B2-2.  

Response to Comment B22-3 

Please see response to Comment B2-3.  

Response to Comment B22-4 

Please see response to Comment B2-4.  

Response to Comment B22-5 

Please see response to Comment B2-5.  

Response to Comment B22-6 

Please see response to Comment B2-6.  
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Responses to Letter B23, Vidible, Inc. 

Response to Comment B23-1 

Please see response to Comment B5-1.  

Response to Comment B23-2 

Please see response to Comment B2-2.  

Response to Comment B23-3 

Please see response to Comment B2-3.  

Response to Comment B23-4 

Please see response to Comment B2-4.  

Response to Comment B23-5 

Please see response to Comment B2-5.  

Response to Comment B23-6 

Please see response to Comment B2-6.  
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Letter B24, Wright Runstad & Co. 
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Responses to Letter B24, Wright Runstad & Co. 

Response to Comment B24-1 

Please see response to Comment B3-1.  

Response to Comment B24-2 

Please see response to Comment B3-2.  

Response to Comment B24-3 

Please see response to Comment B3-3.  

Response to Comment B24-4 

Please see response to Comment B3-4.  

Response to Comment B24-5 

Please see response to Comment B3-5.  

Response to Comment B24-6 

Please see response to Comment B3-6.  

Response to Comment B24-7 

Please see response to Comment B3-7.  

Response to Comment B24-8 

Please see response to Comment B3-8.  

Response to Comment B24-9 

Please see response to Comment B3-9.  

Response to Comment B24-10 

Please see response to Comment B3-10.  

Response to Comment B24-11 

Please see response to Comment B3-11.  

Response to Comment B24-12 

Please see response to Comment B3-12.  
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Response to Comment B24-13 

Please see response to Comment B3-13.  
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Responses to Letter O1, Bellevue Downtown Association 

Response to Comment O1-1 

Opposition to the build alternatives in the Bel-Red Corridor has been noted.  

Response to Comment O1-2 

Please see response to Comment L1-1 and the responses to Common Comments 11 and 13 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment O1-3 

Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment O1-4 

Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Sections 2.2 and 2.3), of the Final EIS describes the background 
and analyses for the OMSF that led to the alternatives studied in the EIS, including discussion of the 
location, size and capacity needs, and the timing for development of the OMSF. Chapter 3.2, 
Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations (Section 3.2.3), of the Final EIS states that the 
International Paper Facility was purchased as a protective acquisition.  

Response to Comment O1-5 

Please see the response to Common Comment 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment O1-6 

Please see the response to Common Comment 14 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS and response to Comment L1-1.  

Response to Comment O1-7 

Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. Compensation for acquired properties and business relocation assistance would be 
the same for any build alternative. 
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Letter O2, Bellmeade Association 
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Responses to Letter O2, Bellmeade Association 

Response to Comment O2-1 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 10 and 11 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment O2-2 

General support for the Lynnwood Alternative over the other build alternatives has been noted.  

Response to Comment O2-3 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the responses to Common 
Comments 7, 8, 16, and 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter O3, Cedar Valley Grange 
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Responses to Letter O3, Cedar Valley Grange 

Response to Comment O3-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment O3-2 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 9 and 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment O3-3 

Support of the build alternatives in Bellevue over the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.   
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Letter O4, Eastside Rail Corridor Regional Advisory Council 
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Responses to Letter O4, Eastside Rail Corridor Regional Advisory Council 

Response to Comment O4-1 

As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.6.2), of the Final EIS, the design of all 
build alternatives acknowledges the railbanked status of the Eastside Rail Corridor by allowing 
sufficient width and vertical clearance to accommodate a future trail and future freight or passenger 
rail use of the corridor.  

For the BNSF Modified Alternative, the two at-grade crossings at the Eastside Rail Corridor (central 
to the site) would serve only the OMSF’s internal traffic, including service and security guard 
vehicles. The low frequencies and speeds at these crossings would not cause delays or hazards for 
trail users. The two vehicle/rail crossings at the north and east ends of the alternative site would be 
on bridge structures and would not affect trail users.  

Please also see the response to Common Comment 28 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS, and responses to Comments L2-96 and L2-97. 

Response to Comment O4-2 

See response to Comment O4-1. Use of the Eastside Rail Corridor for the Preferred Alternative and 
the BNSF Modified Alternative is related to the lead track providing LRV access in and out of the 
OMSF. The lead track has been designed to accommodate a future north–south light rail extension in 
the corridor, using the same tracks. As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final 
EIS, the Preferred Alternative would also include developing a temporary, interim-condition 
crushed gravel trail in the Eastside Rail Corridor near the OMSF. The specific location, design, and 
details regarding installation of this trail would be coordinated with the King County Department of 
Natural Resources and Parks, which is leading the Eastside Rail Corridor Regional Trail Master 
Planning process.  

Response to Comment O4-3 

Please see response to Comment O4-1 and response to Common Comment 28 in Chapter 5, Public 
and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Letter O5, NAIOP Commercial Real Estate Development 
Association 
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Responses to Letter O5, NAIOP Commercial Real Estate Development 
Association 

Response to Comment O5-1 

Opposition to the three build alternatives in Bellevue has been noted. None of the build alternative 
sites is within 0.25 mile of the future East Link 130th Avenue Station. Please see response to 
Comment L2-51 and responses to Common Comments 10, 11, 12, and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, in the Final EIS, which respond to the comments regarding the Bel-Red 
Corridor.  

The Final EIS acknowledges the displacement of more than 100 businesses under the SR 520 
Alternative. Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, in the Final EIS.  
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Letter O6, Quality Growth Alliance 
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Responses to Letter O6, Quality Growth Alliance 

Response to Comment O6-1 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 13, 14, and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment O6-2 

Submittal of the December 6, 2012, letter from Quality Growth Alliance addressing Sound Transit’s 
TOD policy is acknowledged. This letter does not comment on the proposed OMSF project or Draft 
EIS.  
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Letter O7, Save Scriber Creek Park & Wetland 
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Responses to Letter O7, Save Scriber Creek Park & Wetlands 

Response to Comment O7-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment O7-2 

The Scriber Creek wetland category presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.3.4), 
of the Final EIS is Category II. Please see the response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public 
and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment O7-3 

Chapter 3, Section 3.18, Parklands and Opens Space, of the Final EIS addresses impacts on Scriber 
Creek Park and the Interurban Trail.  

Response to Comment O7-4 

Impacts on wildlife habitat resulting from Lynnwood Alternative are presented in Chapter 3, Section 
3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.6), of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment O7-5 

Please see the response to Common Comment 21 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment O7-6 

Please see the response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

 Response to Comment O7-7 

Please see the response to Common Comment 2, in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  
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Letter O8, Snohomish County Public Utilities District No. 1 
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Responses to Letter O8, Snohomish County Public Utilities District No. 1 

Response to Comment O8-1 

The Lynnwood Alternative would not require acquisition of the Interurban Trail or other real 
property owned by Snohomish County Public Utilities District No. 1 (SnoPUD). Chapter 3, 
Section 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations (Section 3.2.4.5), of the Final EIS has been 
updated to acknowledge that acquisition of air rights would be required for the elevated lead track 
crossing of the PUD-owned Pacific Northwest Traction Company right-of-way where the Interurban 
Trail is located.  

Response to Comment O8-2 

Chapter 3, Section 3.16, Utilities (Section 3.16.4.5), of the Final EIS acknowledges that the elevated 
lead track entering the south boundary of the Lynnwood Alternative site may create a vertical 
conflict with SnoPUD's 115-kilovolt transmission lines along with aerial communications and cable 
facilities connected to the transmission towers. 

Response to Comment O8-3 

Please see responses to Comments O8-1 and O8-2.  

Response to Comment O8-4 

Please see responses to Comments O8-1 and O8-2.  

Response to Comment O8-5 

Please see responses to Comments O8-1 and O8-2.  

Response to Comment O8-6 

Relocating utility poles that support overhead lines, aerial utilities to taller or different types of 
poles, and underground utilities from under the build alternative sites; constructing new 
distribution lines to provide power to substations; and inspecting, repairing, and encasing 
underground utilities at yard track crossings are discussed in general in Chapter 3, Section 3.16, 
Utilities (Section 3.16.4.2), of the Final EIS. Specific requirements for the on-site distribution systems 
will be determined during final design. 

Response to Comment O8-7 

Chapter 3, Section 3.16, Utilities (Table 3.16-1), of the Final EIS provides a list of utilities that would 
be affected by the project; Table 3.16-2 identifies the approximate length of the utility lines that are 
to be relocated or protected for each of the build alternatives.  

Response to Comment O8-8 

Chapter 3, Section 3.16, Utilities (Section 3.16.4.5), of the Final EIS states that the elevated lead track 
where it enters the south boundary of the Lynnwood Alternative site may create a vertical conflict 
with SnoPUD’s 115-kilovolt transmission lines, as would the aerial communication and cable 
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facilities that are connected to the transmission towers. The track would run under the transmission 
lines, which would require raising approximately 600 feet of the transmission line to maintain the 
minimum vertical clearance. This would also affect Comcast and Frontier Communications facilities 
that are attached to the towers. Further analysis of impacts on the transmission lines at the 
Lynnwood Alternative site would occur during final design should it be selected as the alternative to 
build.  

Response to Comment O8-9 

Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, of the Final EIS states that the 
Lynnwood Alternative may require a temporary construction easement for work over and adjacent 
to the Interurban Trail. The easement would accommodate construction of the elevated lead track 
guideway to the OMSF. Furthermore, Section 3.2.4.5 states that the Lynnwood Alternative would 
require a permanent aerial easement to accommodate the elevated guideway; acquisition of air rights 
would be required for the elevated lead track crossing of the SnoPUD-owned right-of-way where the 
Interurban Trail is located. 

Response to Comment O8-10 

As part of the Final EIS, potential permits and required approvals were identified. Potential permits 
and approvals are listed in the Fact Sheet of the Final EIS and include permits for necessary utility 
work.  

Response to Comment O8-11 

If the Lynnwood Alternative is selected as the alternative to build, additional coordination with 
SnoPUD would occur to determine how electrical demand for the facility might affect SnoPUD’s 
overall capacity in this area. Electrical demand for the OMSF is discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.11, 
Energy (Sections 3.11.4.2 and 3.11.4.6), of the Final EIS. Additional utility facilities that might be 
required to meet this demand are discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.16, Utilities (Sections 3.16.4.2 
and 3.16.4.5), of the Final EIS.  
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Letter O9, Winchester Estates Homeowners Association (Bridle 
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Responses to Letter O9, Winchester Estates Homeowners Association  

Response to Comment O9-1 

Please see the response to Common Comment 20, in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Responses to Letter O10, Bridle Trails Community Club 

Response to Bridle Trails Community Club 

Response to Comment O10-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment O10-2 

Please see response to Common Comment 10 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS regarding consistency between the SR 520 Alternative and 
surrounding land uses. 

Response to Comment O10-3 

Comment noted. Reasonably foreseeable future actions are acknowledged in Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment O10-4 

Comment noted. Please see Chapter 3, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, of 
the Final EIS for the updated construction status of reasonably foreseeable future actions. 

Response to Comment O10-5 

Please see response to Common Comment 10 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS regarding consistency between the SR 520 Alternative and 
surrounding land uses. 

Response to Comment O10-6 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment O10-7 

Please see responses to Common Comments 10, 11, and 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS regarding environmental review of City of Bellevue zoning.  

Response to Comment O10-8 

Please see response to Common Comment 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS, which addresses impacts on the Bridle Trails neighborhood.  

Response to Comment O10-9 

Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Economics (Section 3.4.5), of the Final EIS has been updated to address 
potential impacts on property values. The OMSF could have effects on nearby property values, 
but at any given location, property values are influenced by many factors, such as consumer 
confidence, local development pressures, regulatory conditions, and fluctuations in the regional 
economy, which could increase or decrease property values. Potential adverse indirect effects 
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on neighboring businesses are not anticipated because all build alternatives would be designed 
to accommodate their respective peak parking demand, and none would change the existing 
transportation network or access to nearby businesses. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment O10-10 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment O10-11 

Please see response to Common Comment 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS regarding losses to Bellevue tax revenues.  

Response to Comment O10-12 

Please see response to Common Comment 7 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS regarding employment loss and displacement.  

Response to Comment O10-13 

Please see response to Common Comments 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS regarding displaced businesses.  

Response to Comment O10-14 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment O10-15 

Please see responses to Common Comments 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS regarding impacts on Goff Creek. 
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Response to Letter I1, Devv Anderson 

Response to Comment I1-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted. Please see response to Common Comment 
29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS for impacts on residents in 
the vicinity of Lynnwood Alternative.  

Impacts on residents related to noise, safety, and the Interurban Trail are discussed in Chapter 3, 
Sections 3.5, Social Impacts, Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods; 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic 
Resources; 3.8, Noise and Vibration; and 3.18, Parklands and Open Space, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I2, Devv Anderson 



I2-1

19336
Line

Corrine
Text Box
Letter I2

19336
Text Box



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Response to Letter I2, Devv Anderson 

Response to Comment I2-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.  

As outlined in Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation, of the Final EIS, the Lynnwood Alternative 
would not construct any at-grade rail crossings on roadways. Lead track configurations for all of the 
build alternatives would allow LRVs to enter and exit the OMSF along an elevated, exclusive right-of-
way. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to cause road obstructions or train conflicts 
with motorists, bicyclists, or pedestrians.  

As documented in Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Noise and Vibration, of the Final EIS, construction activities 
would occur approximately 100 to 200 feet from the nearest residences under the Lynnwood 
Alternative. Because most construction activities are exempt during daytime hours, noise and 
vibration related to project construction are not expected to result in substantial impacts because 
the majority of construction activity would be contained on-site and would be temporary in nature.  

Operational noise impacts under the Lynnwood Alternative would include one residence that would 
exceed the Lynnwood Municipal Code noise requirements by 10 dBA, one residence would exceed 
the code by 9 dB, and the remaining 16 homes would have noise levels from 1 to 7 dB above code. 
Mitigation with automated doors for the LRV wash system and a noise wall along 52nd Avenue W on 
the west side of the Lynnwood Alternative site, between the facility and the residences to the west, 
would fully mitigate all noise impacts.  

Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems, of the Final EIS describes wildlife habitats that would be affected 
by the Lynnwood Alternative site. 
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Response to Letter I3, Devv Anderson 

Response to Comment I3-1 

Please see response to Comment I2-1. The OMSF is not a use or facility that would in any way 
increase crime. The facility would be secured with a perimeter fence and security lighting, and only 
authorized staff members would be present at the facility. No increase in crime is anticipated as a 
result of the OMSF. 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Letter I4, Karen Anderson 
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Response to Letter I4, Karen Anderson 

Response to Comment I4-1 

 Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Economics (Section 3.4.5), of the Final EIS acknowledges that the OMSF, 
among a host of other factors, could have effects on nearby property values. Please also see response 
to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS and 
response to Comment I1-1. 
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Letter I5, Laurel Anderson 
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Response to Letter I5, Laurel Anderson 

Response to Comment I5-1 

Please see response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS and response to Comment I1-1.  
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Letter I6, Rachel Anderson 
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Response to Letter I6, Rachel Anderson 

Response to Comment I6-1 

Please see response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS and response to Comment I1-1. 
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Letter I7, Christina Aron-Syzcz 
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Response to Letter I7, Christina Aron-Syzcz 

Response to Comment I7-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative and support for the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified 
Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I8, Kelly Bach 
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Response to Letter I8, Kelly Bach 

Response to Comment I8-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS, and response to 
Comment L2-72, which respond to the comments regarding impacts related to displacement of the 
MOSAIC Children’s Therapy Clinic and salmon habitat, respectively.  
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Letter I9, Tom Bean 
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Responses to Letter I9, Tom Bean 

Response to Comment I9-1 

Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS regarding Edmonds School District’s plans for the property Sound Transit would 
purchase as part of the Lynnwood Alternative. 

As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Final EIS, an OMSF at the Lynnwood 
Alternative site would require that Sound Transit obtain a Conditional Use Permit. This process 
would inform the design of the OMSF to address compatibility with surrounding uses.  

Response to Comment I9-2 

As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.3), of the Final EIS, OMSF alternatives 
identified for analysis must be in proximity to planned or existing light rail guideways funded under 
the ST2 program. The Lynnwood Link terminus is located at the Lynnwood Transit Center. Funding 
to develop the light rail system north of the Lynnwood Transit Center to Everett is not authorized or 
funded as part of ST2. As described in Section 2.2.1, extension of the core light rail system between 
Tacoma, Everett, and downtown Redmond will require a third maintenance facility along the north 
or east corridor, depending on where the OMSF to serve the ST2 fleet is built.  
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Letter I10, Josh Benaloh 



I10-1

I10-2

19336
Line

19336
Line

Corrine
Text Box
Letter I10

19336
Text Box



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Responses to Letter I10, Josh Benaloh 

Response to Comment I10-1 

Support for the Preferred Alternative and opposition to the other build alternatives has been noted.  

Response to Comment I10-2 

Please see the response to Common Comment 4 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I11, Heidi Benz-Merritt 
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Responses to Letter I11, Heidi Benz-Merritt 

Response to Comment I11-1 

As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, Section 2.3.1 of the Final EIS, expansion of the 
existing light rail maintenance facility in South Seattle was considered as an alternative. Expansion 
of the existing operations and maintenance facility could not provide the necessary space for 
maintenance and functions; the entire fleet of 180 LRVs cannot be efficiently deployed from the 
Forest Street OMF due to the limited capacity of accessing the main line and deploying service to the 
Eastside. By consolidating the entire fleet to a single site, a system failure during the morning 
deployment could result in the entire felt being trapped and unable to begin service.  

Response to Comment I11-2 

Please see response to Comment L2-22.  

Response to Comment I11-3 

The Summary, Table S-1, of the Final EIS provides the capital and operational costs associated with 
the proposed project. Capital costs include right-of-way costs (i.e., costs for property acquisition and 
relocation assistance). Estimates of potential legal costs from project challenges are not included in 
the capital cost estimate. Property acquisition costs are typically not shared by multiple agencies.  

Response to Comment I11-4 

Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS provides a breakdown of proposed project costs. 
Table 2-5 provides the estimated costs of real estate acquisitions and relocations, final design and 
construction, capital costs, and annual operating costs.  

Response to Comment I11-5 

Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Economics, of the Final EIS provides information related to tax revenue losses 
that would result from each build alternative. Please also refer to the response to Common 
Comment 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I11-6 

Please refer to the response to Common Comment 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I11-7 

Please refer to the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS, which addresses concerns related to displacement of businesses under 
the SR 520 Alternative. Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Economics, of the Final EIS provides information 
related to the number of businesses that would be displaced under each alternative. Sections 3.2, 
Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, and 3.4, Economics, state that Sound Transit would 
provide relocation assistance to displaced businesses.  
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Response to Comment I11-8 

As outlined in Appendix E.1, Transportation Technical Report, of the Final EIS, the proposed site 
access driveways were evaluated for level of service using the standard accepted methodology 
prescribed by the Highway Capacity Manual (2010). This analysis methodology allows for the 
determination of intersection levels of service using grades of A through F, which are assigned 
based on average delay calculations. The appendix includes analysis results with level of service 
and the associated delays (reported in average seconds per vehicle) for the site access driveways 
for each build alternative site (Table 15 for the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified 
Alternative and Table 18 for the SR 520 Alternative). As described in the Final EIS and 
Appendix E.1, all of the build alternatives would result in net decreases in traffic generated on 
local roadways compared to the existing land uses on those sites. The proposed project would not 
increase traffic at any intersection (signalized or unsignalized) within the City of Bellevue; 
therefore, and no additional operational analysis of off-site intersections is required for the build 
alternatives located in Bellevue. 

Response to Comment I11-9 

The trip generation estimates developed for the build alternatives accounted for all types of 
employees and shifts expected during full operation of the OMSF. The trip generation estimates and 
all of the supporting assumptions are described Appendix E.1, Transportation Technical Report, of 
the Final EIS. This section provides the details related to the types of trips that would be made 
throughout a typical day, including during the AM peak hours. The analysis includes detailed 
estimates of AM peak-hour traffic generation. Please also see response to Comment I11-8.  

Response to Comment I11-10 

Please see response to Comment I11-8. .  

Response to Comment I11-11 

Appendix E.2, Noise and Vibration Technical Report, of the Final EIS states the assumptions used for 
the noise and vibration analysis and lists all noise-producing equipment expected to be used at the 
OMSF. These noise sources are included in the analysis.  

Response to Comment I11-12 
The same types of chemicals and solvents being used at the Forest Street OMF would be used for the 
proposed OMSF. The limited types and quantities of chemicals used at the OMSF would not result in 
odors noticeable at neighboring properties. The OMSF would not likely be considered a nuisance 
from odors, unlike land uses such as sewage treatment plants, landfills, recycling facilities, and 
certain manufacturing facilities.  

Response to Comment I11-13 

The potential impacts of the SR 520 Alternative on stormwater runoff are addressed in Chapter 3, 
Section 3.10, Water Resources, of the Final EIS. Impacts on water resources and fish habitat have also 
been evaluated in detail in Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report, of the Final EIS. Please also 
see response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the 
Final EIS. As stated in Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report (Section 4.1.2.1), per Sound Transit 
design criteria, stormwater facility design for the identified build alternative will meet or exceed 
local and state requirements.  
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As part of the EIS process, government-to-government consultation was conducted with all 
potentially concerned tribes, namely, the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Indian 
Nation, Tulalip Tribes of the Tulalip Reservation, Suquamish tribe, Snoqualmie tribe, and 
Muckleshoot Indian tribe. This is described in Appendix B, Public Involvement and Agency 
Coordination, of the Final EIS. Also, Appendix A, Document Support Information, of the Final EIS 
provides a list of recipient tribes.  

The Muckleshoot Indian tribe provided comments on the Draft EIS, and the tribe’s concerns have 
been acknowledged and addressed. Please also see response to Comment T1-1.  
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Letter I12, J.A. Binder 
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Responses to Letter I12, J.A. Binder 

Response to Comment I12-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I12-2 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I13, J.A. Binder 
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Response to Letter I13, J.A. Binder 

Response to Comment I13-1 

Please see response to Comment O10-1. 

Response to Comment I13-2 

Please see response to Comment O10-2. 

Response to Comment I13-3 

Please see response to Comment O10-3. 

Response to Comment I13-4 

Please see response to Comment O10-4. 

Response to Comment I13-5 

Please see response to Comment O10-5. 

Response to Comment I13-6 

Please see response to Comment O10-6. 

Response to Comment I13-7 

Please see response to Comment O10-7. 

Response to Comment I13-8 

Please see response to Comment O10-8. 

Response to Comment I13-9 

Please see response to Comment O10-9. 

Response to Comment I13-10 

Please see response to Comment O10-10. 

Response to Comment I13-11 

Please see response to Comment O10-11. 

Response to Comment I13-12 

Please see response to Comment O10-12. 
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Response to Comment I13-13 

Please see response to Comment O10-13. 

Response to Comment I13-14 

Please see response to Comment O10-14. 

Response to Comment I13-15 

Please see response to Comment O10-15. 
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Letter I14, Mollie Binder 
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Response to Letter I14, Mollie Binder 

Response to Comment I14-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I15, Ron Bromwell  
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Responses to Letter I15, Ron Bromwell  

Response to Comment I15-1 

Opposition to the build alternative sites being located in Bellevue has been noted. Please see the 
responses to Common Comments 4, 10, and 11 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. Please also see Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.3), of the Final EIS, 
which discusses how potential alternatives were identified and evaluated.  

Response to Comment I15-2 

Opposition to siting an OMSF in the City of Bellevue has been noted. 
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Letter I16, Jeff and Lynn Brown 
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Response to Letter I16, Jeff and Lynn Brown 

Response to Comment I16-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I17, Anna Budai 
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Responses to Letter I17, Anna Budai 

Response to Comment I17-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to higher costs has been noted.  

Response to Comment I17-2 

Please see response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS. Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Visual and Aesthetics (Section 3.6.4.2), of the Final EIS discusses 
lighting impacts related to the project. A lighting plan has not yet been prepared, but it is assumed 
that the exterior lighting would be similar to that of the Forest Street OMF, which has light poles up 
to 80 feet high and exterior lighting on the buildings. Design measures to reduce light pollution 
would employ the technologies available at the time of project design. Such measures could include 
shielding the lights to avoid light spill on adjacent properties. 

Response to Comment I17-3 

One of the key considerations with respect to screening sites is the proximity of a potential site to an 
existing or future light rail segment, as outlined in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.3), of 
the Final EIS. The Lynnwood Link terminus is located at the Lynnwood Transit Center. There is no 
existing or proposed, as part of ST2, light rail line in Everett (north of Lynnwood Transit Center).  
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Letter I18, Emily Christensen 
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Response to Letter I18, Emily Christensen 

Response to Comment I18-1 

Opposition to the build alternative sites being located in Bellevue has been noted. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives Considered (Section 2.2.2), of the Final EIS describes why a southern OMSF option 
would not meet the operational needs for the ST2 program. Please also see the response to Common 
Comment 4 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS regarding 
consideration of sites in Redmond. 
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Letter I19, Seon Chun 
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Responses to Letter I19, Seon Chun 

Response to Comment I19-1 

Please see response to Comment B18-3. 
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Responses to Letter I20, Charles Comfort  

Response to Comment I20-1 

The East Link system would interline with the Central Link system at the International 
District/Chinatown Station and travel north through the Downtown Seattle Transit Tunnel. As 
outlined in Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation (Section 3.1.1.1), of the Final EIS, beginning in 
2023, two lines will be in operation. One line will operate between Lynnwood and Overlake Transit 
Center, and the other line will operate between Lynnwood and Kent/Des Moines. The two lines will 
merge at the International District/Chinatown Station and share the same tracks between the merge 
point and Lynnwood. The shared tracks include a tunnel that will stretch 8.7 miles between the 
International District/Chinatown Station and the tunnel portal just south of Northgate Transit 
Center. The two lines will be scheduled to alternate operations on the shared tracks in both 
directions.  

Response to Comment I20-2 

As part of the siting process, Sound Transit prepared the Link Corridor Analysis in August 2012, in 
which travel times of rail cars was analyzed in relation to a sites ability to meet operational needs of 
the ST2 system. Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation, of the Final EIS describes light rail operating 
characteristics, including estimated travel times. 
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Letter I21, Linden Clausen 
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Responses to Letter I21, Linden Clausen 

Response to Comment I21-1 

Objection to Lynnwood Alternative is noted. Please see response to Common Comment 29 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I21-2 

The striped poles at the Forest Street OMF are Overhead Contact System (OCS) poles; design of the 
OCS poles would likely differ at the new OMSF, as the OCS poles at the Forest Street OMF are a public 
art project, “Safety Spires” by Dan Corson and Norie Sato. It has not been determined if OCS poles at 
the new OMSF will be incorporated as part of the facility’s public art. Please see response to 
Comment L5-21 and Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I21-3 

Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Visual and Aesthetics (Section 3.6.4.2), of the Final EIS discusses lighting that 
may be required to support nighttime construction and operations at the OMSF.  

Response to Comment I21-4 

The noise analysis includes nighttime activities at the OMSF. As described in Section 3.8.1.1, 
predicted noise levels at night (between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.) are increased by 10 dBA in the impact 
analysis modeling assumptions to account for nighttime noise sensitivity conservatively at 
residential properties.  
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Letter I22, Ayele Dagne 
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Responses to Letter I22, Ayele Dagne 

Response to Comment I22-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see Chapter 3, Section 3.18, Parklands 
and Open Space (Section 3.18.4.5), of the Final EIS, which evaluates potential impacts on the Cherry 
Crest Mini Park. As described in Section 3.18.4.5, Cherry Crest Mini Park is separated from the 
SR 520 Alternative by SR 520 and would not experience impacts from construction or operation of 
the OMSF.  

Response to Comment I22-2 

Please see response to Comment L1-1.  

Response to Comment I22-3 

Please see response to Comment L1-1.  

Response to Comment I22-4 

Please see response to Comment L1-1.  

Response to Comment I22-5 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on small business owners noted. Please see the 
response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS.  

Response to Comment I22-6 

Opposition to SR 520 Alternative in response to impacts on small business owners noted. Please see 
the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the 
Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I22-7 

Temporary adverse impacts related to construction of the proposed project alternatives have been 
identified and evaluated in Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Economics, of the Final EIS. Potential mitigation to 
reduce these impacts has also been provided in this chapter. 

Response to Comment I22-8 

Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I22-9 

Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Response to Comment I22-10 

 Analysis of impacts on Goff Creek is presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems 
(Section 3.9.4.5), of the Final EIS. Please see the response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, 
Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I23, David J. 
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Response to Letter I23, David J. 

Response to Comment I23-1 

Support for the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted. 
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Letter I24, Reiner Decher 
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Responses to Letter I24, Reiner Decher 

Response to Comment I24-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative and general support for the Preferred Alternative has been 
noted. 

Response to Comment I24-2 

Support for the Preferred Alternative has been noted. 
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Letter I25, Michelle Deerkop 
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Response to Letter I25, Michelle Deerkop 

Response to Comment I25-1 

Support for the alternatives located in Bellevue has been noted. 
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Letter I26, Patti and Don Dill 
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Responses to Letter I26, Patti and Don Dill 

Response to Comment I26-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to the removal of small businesses and potential land use 
conflicts has been noted. Please see responses to Common Comments 8 and 16 in Chapter 5, Public 
and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I26-2 

The summaries given in Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis (Table 4-2), of the Final EIS, focus on 
comparing the build alternatives and their effectiveness in addressing the proposed project's goals 
and objectives. Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources, of the Final EIS provides a 
broader discussion of potential visual effects of the proposed project. Appendix F.3, Visual 
Simulations and Key Observation Point Analysis, of the Final EIS provides a visual simulation of 
impacts at the SR 520 Alternative site. A key observation point for the visual analysis is located at NE 
20th Street east of the site. The visual analysis acknowledges and describes the current view of 
commercial developments and describes the effect of the proposed OMSF project. If the SR 520 
Alternative was selected as the alternative to build, viewers traveling west on NE 20th Street would 
see the OMSF site in the background from approximately west of 148th Avenue NE to 140th Avenue 
NE.  

Response to Comment I26-3 

Analysis of impacts on Goff Creek is presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.5), 
of the Final EIS. Please also see the response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. Vehicle wash water would be controlled on-site and 
discharged to the sanitary sewer system for all build alternatives. It would not enter Goff Creek or 
any other stream or wetland at the build alternative sites. 

Response to Comment I26-4 

Preference for the Preferred Alternative, of the Bellevue alternatives, has been noted. The OMSF 
alternatives also include an alternative site in Lynnwood (see Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of 
the Final EIS). 
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Response to Letter I27, Beverly Dillon 

Response to Comment I27-1 

Opposition to the alternatives being located in Bellevue has been noted. 
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Letter I28, Debbie Dimmer 
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Response to Letter I28, Debbie Dimmer 

Response to Comment I28-1 

Opposition to SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the responses to Common Comments 8, 
16, 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I29, Glenda and Paul Donlan 
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Responses to Letter I29, Glenda and Paul Donlan 

Response to Comment I29-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation (Section 3.1.5.2), and in Appendix E.1, 
Transportation Technical Report, of the Final EIS, all of the proposed OMSF alternatives, including 
the SR 520 Alternative site, would result in net decreases in traffic generated on local roadways 
compared to the existing land uses on those sites. Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Noise and Vibration (Section 3.8.4.5), of the Final EIS, no noise 
impacts would occur due to operation of the SR 520 Alternative, including during nights and on 
weekends. The nearest residences are at least 700 feet from the site. Similarly, any exterior security 
lighting installed at the OMSF would be similar to that of the Forest Street OMF, which has light 
poles up to 80 feet high and exterior lighting on the buildings. Design measures to reduce light 
pollution would employ the technologies available at the time of project design. Such measures 
could include shielding the lights to avoid light spill on adjacent properties. 

Response to Comment I29-2 

Comment noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. Analysis of wildlife impacts within the SR 520 Alternative site 
are presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.5), of the Final EIS. As described in 
Section 3.9.3.3, the SR 520 Alternative site is 92% developed. There is a large patch of undeveloped 
forested habitat immediately north of the site, but it separated from the site by SR 520, which forms 
a wildlife barrier. Commenter notes the diversity of wildlife observed in their neighborhood; 
however, the commenter lives in a relatively forested area on the opposite side of SR 520 and 
approximately 0.6 mile north of the SR 520 Alternative site. 

Response to Comment I29-3 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative and general support for the Preferred Alternative and BNSF 
Modified Alternative have been noted. 
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Letter I30, Elna Duffield 
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Response to Letter I30, Elna Duffield 

Response to Comment I30-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to the displacement of businesses has been noted. Please 
see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the 
Final EIS. 
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Letter I31, Millie English 
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Response to Letter I31, Millie English 

Response to Comment I31-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to inconsistency with the Bel-Red Corridor and 
displacement of businesses has been noted. Please see the responses to Common Comments 8 and 
11 in Chapter 5, Final EIS, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I32, Jeff Finn 
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Responses to Letter I32, Jeff Finn 

Response to Comment I32-1 

Objection to the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative has been noted. Please see the 
response to Common Comment 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS.  

Response to Comment I32-2 

The BNSF Modified Alternative was developed to leave a frontage area along 120th Avenue NE 
available for other development. 

Support for an underground OMSF at the Preferred Alternative site has been noted. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives Considered (Section 2.3.1), of the Final EIS discusses why this was not advanced. Please 
see the response to Common Comment 3 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the 
Final EIS regarding changes to the Preferred Alternative to maximize TOD potential on the site. 
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Letter I33, Warren B. Funnel 
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Responses to Letter I33, Warren B. Funnel 

Response to Comment I33-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to noise impacts on surrounding neighborhoods has 
been noted. Please see response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I33-2 

Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources, of the Final EIS analyzes potential visual 
impacts at the Lynnwood Alternative site; no adverse impacts were found.  

Response to Comment I33-3 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to potential conflicts with the Edmonds School District 
property plans and proposed fencing has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 
9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS regarding coordination efforts 
between Sound Transit and the Edmonds School District.  

 Fencing would be coordinated with the Lynnwood City Code to ensure compatibility with 
surrounding uses.  

Response to Comment I33-4 

Comment noted. Impacts on residents related to noise, safety and the Interurban Trail are discussed 
in Chapter 3, Sections 3.5, Social Impacts, Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods, 3.6, Visual and 
Aesthetic Resources, 3.8, Noise and Vibration, and 3.18, Parklands and Open Space, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I33-5 

Please see response to Comment I33-1. 

Response to Comment I33-6 

Please see response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS. 
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Letter I34, Brett Gibbs 
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Responses to Letter I34, Brett Gibbs 

Response to Comment I34-1 

The noise analysis conducted for the alternatives in Bellevue used FTA criteria and the local noise 
control ordinance from the City of Bellevue. A noise impact at the existing Metro Bus Maintenance 
base was identified, located directly east of the Preferred Alternative site that can be mitigated with 
a sound wall. No other noise impacts were identified under either criterion; therefore, no mitigation 
is proposed. More information on noise impacts is located in Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Noise and 
Vibration, and Appendix E.2, Noise and Vibration Technical Report, of the Final EIS. Please also see 
response to Common Comment 25 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS regarding concerns about noise impacts on the Seattle Children’s Hospital: Bellevue Clinic and 
Surgery Center.  

Response to Comment I34-2 

 Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation, of the Final EIS addresses vehicle and pedestrian traffic. 
None of the build alternatives would construct new at-grade crossings of roadways. Lead track 
configurations for all of the build alternatives would allow LRVs to enter and exit the proposed 
project along an exclusive right-of-way. None of the build alternatives would result in new off-site 
conflict points for automobiles or pedestrians. 
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Letter I35, Kirby Gilbert 
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Responses to Letter I35, Kirby Gilbert 

Response to Comment I35-1 

Support for the Preferred Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment I35-2 

There are eight trees tentatively identified as Giant Sequoias along the eastside of 120th Avenue NE, 
north of NE 12th Street. A ninth tree is located on the north side of State Route 520 in the same 
general alignment. The latter is outside the project’s study area. No information has been found 
associating these trees with the history and development of Bellevue, and it is not known when they 
were planted or by who. They are not considered to be cultural resources eligible for the purposes 
of this study, nor are they considered eligible listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 
Although Sequoias are an unusual tree type and are not native to the Puget Sound, many other 
instances of the tree are known to exist in Bellevue and throughout the Seattle area. 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Letter I36, Eric Goodman 



Corrine
Text Box
Letter I36

Corrine
Line

Corrine
Text Box
I36-1

19336
Text Box



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Response to Letter I36, Eric Goodman 

Response to Comment I36-1 

Support for the BNSF Modified Alternative over the other build alternatives has been noted. Please 
see the responses to Common Comments 8, 12, 17, and 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I37, Richard Gorman 
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Response to Letter I37, Richard Gorman 

Response to Comment I37-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to the removal of businesses and concerns of land use 
compatibility has been noted. Please see the responses to Common Comments 8, 10, and 15 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Letter I38, Krista and Eric Hammer 
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Response to Letter I38, Krista and Eric Hammer 

Response to Comment I38-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the responses to Common 
Comments 10, 15, and 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I39, Paul Hartley 
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Response to Letter I39, Paul Hartley 

Response to Comment I39-1 

Opposition to the OMSF alternative locations has been noted.  
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Letter I40, Marian Hayes 
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Response to Letter I40, Marian Hayes 

Response to Comment I40-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on local businesses has been noted. Please see 
the responses to Common Comments 8 and 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I41, Stuart Heath 
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Responses to Letter I41, Stuart Heath 

Response to Comment I41-1 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 10 and 11 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. Please also see response to Comment L1-1. 

Response to Comment I41-2 

 Please see response to Comment O10-9.  

Response to Comment I41-3 

Comment noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I41-4 

Comment noted. Impacts on ethnic servicing business under the SR 520 Alternative are 
acknowledged in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social Impacts, Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods, 
and Appendix C, Environmental Justice, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I41-5 

Comment noted. The proposed OMSF would include security measures including fencing, on-site 
security personnel, and routine security patrols during evening hours. No impacts on emergency 
response access would occur under any OMSF alternative. Chapter 3, Section 3.15, Public Services, of 
the Final EIS provides additional detail on police service impacts associated with the OMSF.  

Response to Comment I41-6 

Please see response to Common Comment 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS, which addresses the comment on foreseeable tax revenue impacts. 

Response to Comment I41-7 

As outlined in Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation, and Appendix E.1, Transportation Technical 
Report, of the Final EIS, all of the build alternatives would result in net decreases in traffic generated 
on local roadways compared to the existing land uses on those sites. 
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Letter I42, Lisa Heilbron 
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Response to Letter I42, Lisa Heilbron 

Response to Comment I42-1 

Opposition to the alternatives in Bellevue (Preferred Alternative, BNSF Modified Alternative, and SR 
520 Alternative) due to incompatibility with the Bridle Trails area and economic impacts has been 
noted. Please see responses to Common Comments 8, 10, 15, 16, and 20 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I43, Kathleen Heiner 
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Response to Letter I43, Kathleen Heiner 

Response to Comment I43-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on local businesses and the Bridle Trails area 
has been noted. Please see the responses to Common Comments 8, 15, and 20 in Chapter 5, Public 
and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I44, Randel Herd 
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Response to Letter I44, Randel Herd 

Response to Comment I44-1 

Support for locating the OMSF at any of the build alternative sites in Bellevue, particularly the site 
with the best long-term potential, has been noted.  
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Letter I45, Jenny Hill 
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Response to Letter I45, Jenny Hill 

Response to Comment I45-1 

Opposition for locating the OMSF at any of the build alternative sites in Bellevue, has been noted. 
Please see the responses to Common Comments 4 and 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I46, Amy Holan and Dan Conti 



Corrine
Text Box
Letter I46

Corrine
Line

Corrine
Text Box
I46-1

19336
Text Box



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Response to Letter I46, Amy Holan and Dan Conti 

Response to Comment I46-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on local businesses has been noted. Please see 
the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the 
Final EIS. 
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Letter I47, Laura Hurdelbrink 



Corrine
Text Box
Letter I47

Corrine
Line

Corrine
Line

Corrine
Text Box
I47-1

Corrine
Text Box
I47-2



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Responses to Letter I47, Laura Hurdelbrink 

Response to Comment I47-1 

Opposition to locating the OMSF at any of the build alternative sites in Bellevue has been noted.  

Response to Comment I47-2 

Opposition to above-ground transit and locating the OMSF in a future downtown corridor/major 
metropolitan area has been noted. Please see response to Common Comment 15 in Chapter 5, Public 
and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I48, George and Pam Hurst 
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Response to Letter I48, George and Pam Hurst 

Response to Comment I48-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to higher operating costs and wetland and 
neighborhood impacts, compared to the other build alternatives, has been noted. Please see the 
responses to Common Comments 1, 27, and 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Final EIS, which addresses the proposed 
project’s compatibility with Lynnwood’s land use and zoning designation upon approval of a 
Conditional Use Permit.  
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Letter I49, Nancy Jacobs 
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Response to Letter I49, Nancy Jacobs 

Response to Comment I49-1 

Support for the Preferred Alternative (the alternative site previously occupied by the International 
Paper Facility) has been noted. Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on local 
businesses has been noted. Please see response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I50, Patricia Janes 
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Response to Letter I50, Patricia Janes 

Response to Comment I50-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on local businesses and concerns with the Bel-
Red Subarea has been noted. Please see the responses to Common Comments 8 and 11 in Chapter 5, 
Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. Support for the Preferred Alternative has also 
been noted.  
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Letter I51, Dave Johnson 
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Response to Letter I51, Dave Johnson 

Response to Comment I51-1 

Opposition to locating the OMSF at any of the build alternative sites in Bellevue has been noted. 
Please see the response to Common Comment 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I52, Pamela Johnston 
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Response to Letter I52, Pamela Johnston 

Response to Comment I52-1 

Opposition to the build alternatives located in Bellevue, particularly the SR 520 Alternative due to 
incompatibility with the Bridle Trails area, has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I53, Heather Jones 
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Response to Letter I53, Heather Jones 

Response to Comment I53-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Noise 
and Vibration (Section 3.8.4.5), of the Final EIS, no noise impacts due to operation of the SR 520 
Alternative would occur, including at night and on weekends. Impacts related to pollution are 
addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.7, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, and Section 3.13, Hazardous 
Materials, of the Final EIS. Please see the responses to Common Comments 8, 10, 11, 15, 16, and 17 
and 11 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. Please also see response 
to Comment O10-9, which responds to the comment on surrounding property values.  
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Letter I54, Scott Kaseberg 
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Response to Letter I54, Scott Kaseberg 

Response to Comment I54-1 

Opposition to all build alternatives located in Bellevue, particularly the Preferred Alternative and 
BNSF Modified Alternative due to conflicts with a future biking and hiking trail, has been noted. 
Please see the response to Common Comment 28 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I55, Dori Kelleran 
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Response to Letter I55, Dori Kelleran 

Response to Comment I55-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on local businesses and concerns with the Bel-
Red planning area has been noted. Please see the responses to Common Comments 8 and 11 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I56, Karen Kinman 
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Responses to Letter I56, Karen Kinman 

Response to Comment I56-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted. Please refer to Common Comment 29 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

The OMSF would be separated from the nearest residences by 52nd Avenue W. The nearest 
residences to the Lynnwood Alternative site are more than 100 feet away.  

Lead track configuration for Lynnwood Alternative would allow LRVs to enter and exit the OMSF 
along an elevated, exclusive right-of-way. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause road 
obstructions or train conflicts with motorists, bicyclists, or pedestrians. 

Response to Comment I56-2 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted. Please refer to Common Comment 29 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I57, Will Knedlik 
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Responses to Letter I57, Will Knedlik 

Response to Comment I57-1 

Support for the OMSF to be located in Tacoma, Everett, or Redmond as opposed to the build 
alternatives analyzed in the Final EIS has been noted. Potential sites for the OMSF in these cities 
were identified and evaluated. Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.3), of the Final EIS 
describes the evaluation criteria for identifying feasible OMSF sites and provides the reasoning for 
the suggested or potential alternatives that were not advanced. Further explanation on why the 
Redmond Alternative site was not advanced is included in the response to Common Comment 4 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Responses to Letter I58, Edward Kudera 

Response to Comment I58-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative and support for the Preferred Alternative has been noted. 
Please see response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS 

Response to Comment I58-2 

Please see response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I58-3 

Comment noted.  
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Letter I59, Margaret Kuklnski 
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Response to Letter I59, Margaret Kuklnski 

Response to Comment I59-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Also, analysis of impacts on Goff Creek is presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems 
(Section 3.9.4.5). Please see the response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Regarding the OMSF's compatibility with Bellevue's land use and zoning designation and impacts on 
the Bridle Trails neighborhood, please see the responses to Common Comments 15 and 20 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I60, Christin Kulinski 
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Response to Letter I60, Christin Kulinski 

Response to Comment I60-1 

Opposition to the OMSF being located at any of the three build alternatives in Bellevue due to 
conflicting character with the Bel-Red Corridor and Spring District has been noted. Please see the 
responses to Common Comments 10, 11, 15, 22, and 23 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. Regarding potential noise impacts, Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Noise and 
Vibration (Section 3.8.4), of the Final EIS determined that noise from operation of the OMSF 
alternatives in Bellevue would be below the applicable FTA impact criteria. The Preferred 
Alternative could have operational noise above City of Bellevue criteria at one property (the Metro 
bus base); this impact can be mitigated to meet the city code criteria. 
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Letter I61, Greg Kulseth 
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Response to Letter I61, Greg Kulseth 

Response to Comment I61-1 

Support for the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.  
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Letter I62, Janet Kusakabe 
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Response to Letter I62, Janet Kusakabe 

Response to Comment I62-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to potential increases in traffic and conflicts with 
surrounding land use has been noted. Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation, of the Final EIS states 
that this build alternative would result in temporary traffic impacts during construction but would 
result in a decrease in daily and peak-hour traffic on the surrounding roadway network when 
compared to the No Build Alternative once the project is implemented. Please also see the responses 
to Common Comments 10, 15, and 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the 
Final EIS. Support for locating the site in Lynnwood, or at the Preferred Alternative or BNSF 
Modified Alternative sites if a location in Bellevue is needed, has been noted.  
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Letter I63, Randy Kwong 
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Response to Letter I63, Randy Kwong 

Response to Comment I63-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to potential impacts on surrounding businesses and land 
use character has been noted. Please see the responses to Common Comments 8, 15, and 20 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Chapter 3, Section 3.7, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases (Section 3.7.4.2), of the Final EIS states that 
operational air pollutants from the OMSF are related to natural gas and electricity consumption and 
tailpipe emissions from employee travel to and from the project site. This would generate criteria 
pollutants equivalent to adding a typical passenger vehicle to the road each year and generate 
greenhouse gas emissions equivalent to adding 829 typical passenger vehicles to the road each year.  

Chapter 3, Section 3.13, Hazardous Materials (Section 3.13.4.2), of the Final EIS states that 
operational hazardous waste would be generated by maintenance activities involving the use of 
lubricants, solvents, etc. Any hazardous waste generated would be managed according to all 
applicable regulatory requirements, which would minimize exposure for personnel and the 
surrounding environment. The OMSF would be constructed with engineering controls that would 
limit releases and spills, thereby minimizing operational impacts.  
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Letter I64, Barbara LaFayette 
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Response to Letter I64, Barbara LaFayette 

Response to Comment I64-1 

Opposition to the OMSF project has been noted.  
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Letter I65, Charles Landau 
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Response to Letter I65, Charles Landau 

Response to Comment I65-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  
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Letter I66, Laura Landau 
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Response to Letter I66, Laura Landau 

Response to Comment I66-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation, describes the traffic impact analysis conducted. Non-
signalized intersections and driveways were considered in the analysis.  

The proximity to residential areas was considered during evaluation of all applicable resource areas 
(Chapter 3, Sections 3.3, Land Use; 3.5, Social Impacts, Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods; 3.6, 
Visual and Aesthetic Resources; and 3.8, Noise and Vibration, of the Final EIS). Please also see 
responses to Common Comments 8, 10, 15, 20, and 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Acquisitions, displacements, and relocations, including residential and non-residential uses, were 
considered in Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements and Relocations, of the Final EIS. 
The tax implications regarding the loss of business revenue were considered in Chapter 3, 
Section 3.4, Economics, of the Final EIS. Impacts on biological resources, including Goff Creek and 
other creeks, were considered in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems, of the Final EIS. 

Expansion of the existing Forest Street OMF was considered and found to be unfeasible. Chapter 2, 
Alternatives Considered (Section 2.2.2), of the Final EIS describes the reasons why this option was 
not carried forward. 
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Letter I67, Ilona Larson 
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Response to Letter I67, Ilona Larson 

Response to Comment I67-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on the Bridle Trails area and local businesses 
has been noted. Please see responses to Common Comments 8 and 20 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. Traffic and traffic safety have been evaluated in Chapter 
3, Section 3.1, Transportation, of the Final EIS. Section 3.1 states that the proposed OMSF would 
result in a net decrease in daily and peak-hour traffic on roadways surrounding each alternative site 
and would reduce the number of site access driveways that exist along adjacent roadways. As a 
result, none of the build alternatives are expected to result in any adverse impact on traffic or traffic 
safety.  
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Letter I68, Katie Lee 
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Response to Letter I68, Katie Lee 

Response to Comment I68-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on local businesses has been noted. Please see 
the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the 
Final EIS. 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Letter I69, Luanne Lemmer 
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Response to Letter I69, Luanne Lemmer 

Response to Comment I69-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to potential impacts on land use character has been noted. 
Please see responses to Common Comments 8, 10, and 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I70, Janet Levinger 
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Response to Letter I70, Janet Levinger 

Response to Comment I70-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to potential impacts on land use character has been noted. 
Please see responses to Common Comments 8, 10, and 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I71, Bill Lider 
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Response to Letter I71, Bill Lider 

Response to Comment I71-1 

Please see responses to Comment Letter I72.  
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Responses to Letter I72, William M. Lider 

Response to Comment I72-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted. Please see the responses to Common 
Comments 9 and 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I72-2 

Thank you for the suggested alternative site for the OMSF. Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered 
(Section 2.3), of the Final EIS states the physical location criteria for the OMSF. One criterion is being 
proximate to an existing or future light rail segment, as defined by the ST2 program. ST2 authorizes 
construction north to the Lynnwood Transit Center but no farther. Because the OMSF is needed to 
support the ST2 fleet, the alternative locations must be proximate to the light rail extensions 
approved as part of ST2.  

Response to Comment I72-3 

Comment noted.  
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Letter I73, Michael Link 
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Responses to Letter I73, Michael Link 

Response to Comment I73-1 

Opposition to the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative due to potential impacts on 
land use character has been noted. Please see the responses to Common Comments 10 and 15 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I73-2 

The switches and signal bungalow adjacent to the Lake Bellevue condominiums, and associated 
maintenance easement are associated with the East Link project. Train movements for maintenance 
operations at the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative would not require the use of 
this switch, nor access through the Lake Bellevue condominiums.  
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Letter I74, Margaret Makar 
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Response to Letter I74, Margaret Makar 

Response to Comment I74-1 

Opposition to the OMSF being located in Bellevue and support for the Lynnwood Alternative have 
been noted.  
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Letter I75, Bobbie Maletta 
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Response to Letter I75, Bobbie Maletta 

Response to Comment I75-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation, of the 
Final EIS analyzed the traffic system at this location and concluded there would be temporary traffic 
impacts during construction; however, operation of the OMSF would reduce traffic levels on the 
surrounding roadway network. 
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Letter I76, Francis Mandarano 
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Responses to Letter I76, Francis Mandarano 

Response to Comment I76-1 

Opposition to the BNSF Modified Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment I76-2 

Opposition to the OMSF alternative locations has been noted. As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives 
Considered (Section 2.3), of the Final EIS, the OMSF must be near an operating light rail line, roughly 
rectangular in shape, and sited on a parcel of land of up to 25 acres. 

Response to Comment I76-3 

Please see responses to Comment L1-1, above, and Common Comments 11 and 15 in Chapter 5, 
Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I76-4  

Please see the responses to Common Comments 16 and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I76-5 

Please see responses to Comment L1-1, above, and Common Comment 15 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I77, Janet Mandarano 
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Responses to Letter I77, Janet Mandarano 

Response to Comment I77-1 

Opposition to the placing the OMSF at any of the Bellevue build alternative sites has been noted. 
Please see responses to Common Comments 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I77-2 

Please see response to Comment I77-1.  

Response to Comment I77-3 

Please see response to Comment L1-1. The BNSF Modified Alternative would displace this building; 
other OMSF alternatives would not. 
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Letter I78, Christine Mantell 
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Response to Letter I78, Christine Mantell 

Response to Comment I78-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 
20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I79, Doug Mathews 
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Responses to Letter I79, Doug Mathews 

Response to Comment I79-1 

Please see responses to Comment L1-1, above, and Common Comments 11, 13, 15, and 17 in Chapter 
5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I79-2 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see responses to Common Comments 8 
and 4 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I80, Denise McElhinney 
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Response to Letter I80, Denise McElhinney 

Response to Comment I80-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to noise and air quality impacts on surrounding land 
uses has been noted. Please see Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Noise and Vibration (Section 3.8.4.6), of the 
Final EIS, which address the concerns regarding noise impacts on the surrounding area during 
operation of the OMSF. Please see Chapter 3, Section 3.7, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases (Section 
3.7.4.4), of the Final EIS, which shows operation of the OMSF would not exceed Clean Air Act and 
Ambient Air Quality standards. Also, please see response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, 
Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS for impacts on residents in the vicinity of 
Lynnwood Alternative.  
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Letter I81, Paul McKee 
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Response to Letter I81, Paul McKee 

Response to Comment I81-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative and general support for the Preferred Alternative and BNSF 
Modified Alternative has been noted. Please see responses to Common Comments 8 and 26 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. Regarding impacts related to 
operating speeds, please see the response to Comment L3-14. 
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Letter I82, Alannah McKeehan 
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Response to Letter I82, Alannah McKeehan 

Response to Comment I82-1 

Opposition to the placement of the OMSF at any of the Bellevue alternative sites has been noted. 
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Letter I83, Lorrie Meyer 
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Response to Letter I83, Lorrie Meyer 

Response to Comment I83-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to displaced businesses and potential nighttime noise has 
been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS, which responds to the comment regarding displaced 
businesses.  

Regarding potential nighttime noise impacts, please also see Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Noise and 
Vibration (Section 3.8.4.5), of the Final EIS, that concluded noise impacts on the surrounding 
residential area would not occur based on FTA and City of Bellevue noise criteria.  
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Letter I84, Melinda Miller 
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Responses to Letter I84, Melinda Miller 

Response to Comment I84-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment I84-2 

Please see responses to Common Comments 10 and 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I84-3 

Please see responses to Common Comments 18 and 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. The Final EIS addresses the potential cumulative impacts of the OMSF and 
other reasonably foreseeable future projects, as listed in Chapter 3, Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences.  

Response to Comment I84-4 

Please see response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I84-5 

 Please see the response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I85, Tricia Monoghan 
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Responses to Letter I85, Tricia Monoghan 

Response to Comment I85-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment I85-2 

Please see response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS for impacts on residents in the vicinity of Lynnwood Alternative.  

Response to Comment I85-3 

Analysis of impacts on Scriber Creek wetlands and wildlife is presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, 
Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.6), of the Final EIS. Please see the response to Common Comment 27 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I85-4 

Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I85-5 

Support for alternatives located in Bellevue has been noted.  

Response to Comment I85-6 

Please see the response to Common Comment 21 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I85-7 
Supporting documentation referenced in the Final EIS dates from 2001 through 2012.  

A variety of recent, publically available databases were reviewed during preparation of the Final EIS, 
in addition to information previously gathered by Sound Transit during preparation of the 
Lynnwood Link Draft EIS (Sound Transit 2013) and field observations of the study area made in 
December 2012. Databases reviewed included the WDFW Priority Habitats and Species Database 
(2012), the WDNR Natural Heritage Inventory database (2012), the NatureServe database (2013), 
and the WNDR Washington Herp Atlas (2011). None of these databases revealed recorded 
observations of nesting or roosting bald eagles or peregrine falcons in proximity to the Lynnwood 
Alternative site. However, the potential for both bald eagles and peregrine falcons to occur within 
proximity to the Lynnwood Alternative site is acknowledged in Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical 
Report (Table 3.3-3), of the Final EIS, which indicates bald eagles are likely present and peregrine 
falcons are possibly present in the study area of the build alternatives based on preferred habitat. 
The potential for bald eagles to forage or roost in habitats associated with the Lynnwood Alternative 
is further acknowledged in Appendix E.3, Ecosystems Technical Report (Section 3.3.4.1), of the Final 
EIS. Because the WDFW Priority Habitat and Species database has no records of peregrine nests 
located near the Lynnwood Alternative site, potential for foraging by peregrines was not specifically 
noted in the Final EIS. 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Letter I86, Mary Monoghan 
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Responses to Letter I86, Mary Monoghan 

Response to Comment I86-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted. 

Response to Comment I86-2 

The operational costs of the Lynnwood Alternative would be higher than those of the other build 
alternatives because of higher annual operating costs for a separate storage track facility in 
Bellevue. Capital costs would be higher for the BNSF Modified Alternative and the SR 520 
Alternative than they would be for the Lynnwood Alternative, as stated in Chapter 2, Alternatives 
Considered (Section 2.10), of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I86-3 

The environmental justice discussion contained in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social Impacts, Community 
Facilities, and Neighborhoods (Section 3.5.6), of the Final EIS acknowledges that the community 
surrounding the Lynnwood site has low-income and minority populations. The discussion in 
Appendix C, Environmental Justice, of the Final EIS states that impacts associated with the Lynnwood 
Alternative would be similar in intensity on all populations that would be affected by the alternative 
and would be mitigated such that the impacts would not be disproportionately high and adverse on 
minority and low-income populations. 

Response to Comment I86-4 

As per 23 CFR 774.17 Section 4(f) protection does not apply to wetlands unless they are part of a 
designated wildlife or waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local significance. However, Scriber 
Creek Park does qualify for Section 4(f) protection as a publically owned park. The Section 4(f) 
analysis (Appendix D, Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluation, of the Final EIS) prepared in accordance with 
23 CFR 774 concluded that no use of Scriber Creek Park would result because no land from the park 
would be permanently incorporated into the proposed project and no construction activities or 
equipment would occupy any portion of the park during any point of construction. For discussion of 
other impact considerations related to the park and wetlands, please see Chapter 3, Section 3.9, 
Ecosystems, Section 3.18, Parklands and Open Space, of the Final EIS and response to Common 
Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I86-5 

Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I86-6 

An OMSF at the Lynnwood Alternative site would require Sound Transit to obtain a Conditional Use 
Permit from the City of Lynnwood. The Conditional Use Permit process would identify measures to 
address issues related to neighborhood compatibility. The proposed project would incorporate 
context-sensitive design considerations. 
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Response to Comment I86-7 

The noise analysis was performed using noise regulations and methods from FTA, along with 
measured noise levels from similar facilities. All impacts were identified, and mitigation was 
proposed where needed. 
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Letter I87, Eunice Nammacher 
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Response to Letter I87, Eunice Nammacher 

Response to Comment I87-1 

Opposition to the build alternatives in Bellevue has been noted. None of the alternatives are located 
in the Cherry Crest neighborhood. Land use compatibility between the OMSF and surrounding uses 
has been addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I88, Eunice Nammacher 
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Response to Letter I88, Eunice Nammacher 

Response to Comment I88-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please refer to Common Comment 10 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS regarding consistency between the 
SR 520 Alternative and surrounding land uses. Also, impacts on surrounding uses related to 
aesthetics and noise have been addressed in Chapter 3, Sections 3.6, Visual and Aesthetic Resources 
(Section 3.6.4), and 3.8, Noise and Vibration (Section 3.8.4), of the Final EIS, respectively. With the 
exception of the temporary impacts that would occur during construction, the Final EIS concluded 
that implementation of the SR 520 Alternative would not result in a substantial change to the 
existing visual environment, and noise levels would not exceed the noise limits set by the City of 
Bellevue Noise Ordinance or exceed FTA noise impact criteria. 
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Letter I89, Janet Nicholas 
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Response to Letter I89, Janet Nicholas 

Response to Comment I89-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see Appendix E.1, Transportation 
Technical Report, of the Final EIS regarding frontage improvements along public streets with 
implementation of the OMSF. As stated, Sound Transit would provide frontage improvements along 
public rights of way to meet City of Bellevue roadway design standards. Additionally, a construction 
transportation management plan including pedestrian control in the area would be implemented 
during construction of the OMSF per the City of Bellevue requirements. Please also see responses to 
Common Comments 8 and 10 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS, 
which address displacement of businesses and consistency with the City of Bellevue Comprehensive 
Plan, respectively. 
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Letter I90, John Platt 
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Response to Letter I90, John Platt 

Response to Comment I90-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to displaced businesses has been noted. Please see 
response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS, which address displacement of businesses. 
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Letter I91, David Plummer 
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Response to Letter I91, David Plummer 

Response to Comment I91-1 

The expected number of employees for each build alternative is listed in Chapter 2, Alternatives 
Considered (Table 2-6), of the Final EIS. As shown, the Lynnwood Alternative would require 258 
employees (205 for the OMSF site and 53 for the BNSF Storage Tracks), and each of the build 
alternatives in Bellevue would require 230 employees. 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Letter I92, David Plummer 
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Responses to Letter I92, David Plummer 

Response to Comment I92-1 

Support for the Preferred Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment I92-2 

Support for the Preferred Alternative due to less cost compared to the other build alternatives has 
been noted.  

Response to Comment I92-3 

Support for the Preferred Alternative due to fewer displaced businesses compared to the other 
alternatives has been noted.  

Response to Comment I92-4 

Support for the Preferred Alternative due to easy employee access has been noted. Since the Draft 
EIS, the site design and layout of the Preferred Alternative have been refined to incorporate key 
concepts identified during the Urban Land Institute and stakeholder work, as well as ongoing 
coordination with the City of Bellevue. The facility footprint area was reduced by approximately 9% 
(from 23 to 21 acres), leaving 6 acres for redevelopment.  

Response to Comment I92-5 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment I92-6 

Support for any of the build alternatives located in Bellevue due to beneficial economic effects has 
been noted.  

Response to Comment I92-7 

Support for the BNSF Modified Alternative and SR 520 Alternative over the Lynnwood Alternative 
has been noted.  

Response to Comment I92-8 

Please see Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation, of the Final EIS, which provides the number of 
employees that would work at the OMSF, as well as an analysis of the OMSF's contribution to local 
traffic as a result. According to Section 3.1.5.6, there would be 205 employees at the Lynnwood 
Alternative site plus an additional 53 employees at the BNSF Storage Tracks. The Preferred 
Alternative, BNSF Modified, and SR 520 Alternative would each employ 230 employees. As 
described in Section 3.1.5.6, there would be three shifts per day.  
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Letter I93, Mary Poole 
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Response to Letter I93, Mary Poole 

Response to Comment I93-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the responses to Common 
Comments 8, 10, and 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I94, Will Poole 
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Response to Letter I94, Will Poole 

Response to Comment I94-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the responses to Common 
Comments 8, 10, and 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. The 
Preferred Alternative and the BNSF Modified Alternative are located west of the SR 520 Alternative, 
south of Lowe’s. 
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Letter I95, Jack Price 
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Response to Letter I95, Jack Price 

Response to Comment I95-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on local businesses has been noted. Please see 
responses to Common Comments 8, 10, and 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. Two alternatives along 120th Avenue NE were studied: the Preferred Alternative 
and the BNSF Modified Alternative, which are west of the SR 520 Alternative. 
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Letter I96, Jane Ramsay 
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Response to Letter I96, Jane Ramsay 

Response to Comment I96-1 

Opposition to the OMSF being located at any of the build alternative sites in Bellevue has been noted. 
Please see responses to Common Comments 11 and 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I97, Laurel Rand 
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Responses to Letter I97, Laurel Rand 

Response to Comment I97-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment I97-2 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on the Bridle Trails area and local businesses 
has been noted. Please see responses to Common Comments 20 and 8 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I97-3 

Please see response to Comment L1-1.  

Response to Comment I97-4 

None of the OMSF build alternatives are located in the Bridle Trails neighborhood. Please see the 
response to Common Comment 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS. 

Response to Comment I97-5 

Support for the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative has been noted.  
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Letter I98, Laurel Rand 
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Response to Letter I98, Laurel Rand 

Response to Comment I98-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on the Bridle Trails area including loss of local 
businesses and reduced property values has been noted. Please see responses to Common 
Comments 8 and 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I99, Richard Rand 
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Response to Letter I99, Richard Rand 

Response to Comment I99-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see response to Common Comment 8 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I100, Richard Rand 



Corrine
Text Box
Letter I100

Corrine
Text Box
I100-1

Corrine
Line



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Response to Letter I100, Richard Rand 

Response to Comment I100-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on the Bridle Trails area including loss of local 
businesses and reduced property values has been noted. Please see responses to Common 
Comments 8 and 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. The 
Preferred Alternative and the BNSF Modified Alternative are both located along the Eastside Rail 
Corridor. 
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Letter I101, Richard Rand 
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Response to Letter I101, Richard Rand 

Response to Comment I101-1 

Please see the response to Comment I100-1. 
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Letter I102, Robert Rapp 
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Responses to Letter I102, Robert Rapp 

Response to Comment I102-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted. 

Response to Comment I102-2 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment I102-3 

Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Noise and Vibration (Section 3.8.4.6), of the Final EIS includes an analysis of 
noise and vibration impacts related to the Lynnwood Alternative. Based on the detailed noise and 
vibration analysis that was conducted, it was noted that, per City’s noise control ordinance, the 19 
properties that are considered residential receptors (18 single-family homes and one community 
center) would experience some increase in noise levels. Only one residence would exceed the City 
code by 10 dB, and another residence would exceed the code by 9 dB; the remaining 16 homes 
would exceed the City code by 1 to 7 dB. In addition, the Grange Hall, which is a commercial use in a 
residential zone, will exceed the City code by 11 dB. With the proposed mitigation (i.e., automatic 
doors for the LRV wash system and a noise wall along 52nd Avenue W), there would be no residual 
noise impacts.  

Response to Comment I102-4 

Concern regarding graffiti on the perimeter wall is noted. The perimeter wall would be coated with a 
WSDOT-approved pigmented sealer that makes it easier to clean the wall. The wall would be 
routinely cleaned and maintained to avoid long-term graffiti.  

Response to Comment I102-5 

Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I103, Sheila Reynolds 
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Responses to Letter I103, Sheila Reynolds 

Response to Comment I103-1 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 11 and 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I103-2 

Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I103-3 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative compared to the three build alternatives in Bellevue has been 
noted.  
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Letter I104, Helen Ross 
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Response to Letter I104, Helen Ross 

Response to Comment I104-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to the loss of businesses has been noted. Please see the 
response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS. 
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Letter I105, Irina Rutherford 
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Response to Letter I105, Irina Rutherford 

Response to Comment I105-1 

Support for the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.  
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Letter I106, Derek Saun 
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Responses to Letter I106, Derek Saun 

Response to Comment I106-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. 

Response to Comment I106-2 

Opposition to the BNSF Modified Alternative due to fewer displaced businesses as compared to the 
Preferred Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment I106-3 

Support for the Lynnwood Alternative and Preferred Alternative as opposed to the BNSF Modified 
Alternative and SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Support for the Preferred Alternative due to 
consolidated service has been noted. Please see Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis (Section 4.1.1.2), 
regarding the advantages of the alternatives that are being considered.  
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Letter I107, John W. Shannon 
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Responses to Letter I107, John W. Shannon 

Response to Comment I107-1 

As described in Chapters 1, Purpose and Need for the Project, and 2, Alternatives Considered, of the 
Final EIS, the existing Forest Street OMF will be retained. The purpose of the proposed OMSF project 
is to provide additional capacity to enable Sound Transit to meet the maintenance and storage needs 
of the expanded fleet of LRVs identified in ST2. The OMSF will operate in concert with the Forest 
Street OMF. 

Response to Comment I107-2 

As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation (Section 3.1.5.2), of the Final EIS, the LRVs 
would be deployed directly into service, and therefore, would not result in deadheading. 
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Letter I108, Pat Sheffels 
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Response to Letter I108, Pat Sheffels 

Response to Comment I108-1 

Opposition to the three build alternatives located in Bellevue due to potential conflicts with the Bel-
Red Corridor has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 11 in Chapter 5, Public 
and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I109, Uzma Siddiqi 
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Response to Letter I109, Uzma Siddiqi 

Response to Comment I109-1 

Support for the Preferred Alternative as compared to the other proposed alternatives has been 
noted.  
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Letter I110, Elaine Smith 
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Response to Letter I110, Elaine Smith 

Response to Comment I110-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. Please also see 
response to Comment I63-1 for information regarding management of hazardous materials. 
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Letter I111, Phyllis Smith 
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Response to Letter I111, Phyllis Smith 

Response to Comment I111-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to noise and traffic impacts on surrounding land uses 
and conflicts with the Edmonds School District has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comments 9 and 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Transportation (Section 3.1.5.6), of the Final EIS states that, when compared 
to daily and peak-hour traffic estimates for existing uses at the Lynnwood Alternative site, the 
Lynnwood Alternative would result in a decrease in daily and peak-hour traffic on surrounding City 
of Lynnwood roadways.  



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Letter I112, Priti Soni 



Corrine
Text Box
Letter I112

Corrine
Line

Corrine
Text Box
I112-1

19336
Text Box



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Response to Letter I112, Priti Soni 

Response to Comment I112-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative and support for the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified 
Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I113, Rene Spatz 
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Response to Letter I113, Rene Spatz 

Response to Comment I113-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to displaced businesses and general support for the 
Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to 
Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I114, Janelle Steinberg 
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Response to Letter I114, Janelle Steinberg 

Response to Comment I114-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 
20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I115, Patti Straumann 
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Response to Letter I115, Patti Straumann 

Response to Comment I115-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to potential impacts on the Bridle Trails neighborhood has 
been noted. Please see the responses to Common Comments 8 and 20 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I116, Penny and Rob Sullivan 
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Response to Letter I116, Penny and Rob Sullivan 

Response to Comment I116-1 

Opposition to SR 520 Alternative and support for the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted. Please 
see the responses to Common Comments 8 and 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I117, Richard Szeliski 
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Responses to Letter I117, Richard Szeliski 

Response to Comment I117-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 
20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I117-2 

Please see the response to Common Comment 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I117-3 

Potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods due to the displacement of businesses from the 
SR 520 Alternative have been addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social Impacts, Community 
Facilities, and Neighborhoods, of the Final EIS. As described in Section 3.5.4.4 (page 3.5-11), the 
surrounding neighborhoods do not depend on these businesses for employment or community 
identity.  

Response to Comment I117-4 

Support for the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative as opposed to the SR 520 
Alternative has been noted. Please refer to Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.3), of the 
Final EIS, which describes the identification and evaluation process for choosing feasible OMSF sites.  

Response to Comment I117-5 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 8 and 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. Please also see response to Comment I117-3.  

Response to Comment I117-6 

Please see the response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I117-7 

Please see the response to Common Comment 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I117-8 

Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis, and Table S-1 in the Summary of the Final EIS compare the build 
alternatives and identify areas where the SR 520 Alternative would have more or less impacts than 
the other alternatives studied.  
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Letter I118, Carl Tacker 
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Responses to Letter I118, Carl Tacker 

Response to Comment I118-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to displacement of local businesses has been noted.  

Response to Comment I118-2 

Opposition to Lynnwood Alternative due to higher costs has been noted. 

Response to Comment I118-3 

Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I118-4 

Please see the response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I118-5 

Please see the response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. Impacts on the Scriber Creek Park are presented in Chapter 3, 
Section 3.18, Parklands and Open Space (Section 3.18.4.6), of the Final EIS. That section states that 
construction of the Lynnwood Alternative would not inhibit normal use of Scriber Creek Park. 
Additionally, no portion of the OMSF would occupy Scriber Creek Park, and there would be no 
operational noise impacts.  

Response to Comment I118-6 

Please see the response to Common Comment 21 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I119, Michael Tan 
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Response to Letter I119, Michael Tan 

Response to Comment I119-1 

Opposition to the alternatives in Bellevue due to conflicts with the existing neighborhood character 
of the Cherry Crest Neighborhood has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 10 
in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Letter I120, Jaime Teevan 
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Response to Letter I120, Jaime Teevan 

Response to Comment I120-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see responses to Common Comments 8, 
10, and 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Letter I121, Emily Turner 
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Responses to Letter I121, Emily Turner 

Response to Comment I121-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment I121-2 

Please see the response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I121-3 

Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I121-4 

Please see the response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I121-5 

The Final EIS acknowledges the higher operational costs of the Lynnwood Alternative as compared 
to the other build alternatives due to the increased annual operating costs from the need for the 
BNSF Storage Tracks component of the alternative, which would be located in Bellevue. 
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Letter I122, Russell Underhill 
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Response to Letter I122, Russell Underhill 

Response to Comment I122-1 

Opposition to the Sound Transit rail system in Bellevue has been noted.  
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Letter I123, John Utz 
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Response to Letter I123, John Utz 

Response to Comment I123-1 

Support for the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  
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Letter I124, Linda Visser 
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Response to Letter I124, Linda Visser 

Response to Comment I124-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to the displacement of businesses, impacts on Goff Creek, 
and potential noise impacts has been noted. Please see the responses to Common Comments 8, 10, 
20, and 26 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

The SR 520 Alternative would occupy approximately 25 acres that are zoned BR-GC and currently 
developed with commercial and office uses. The proposed project is not consistent with land use or 
zoning designations but is conditionally allowed on land zoned BR-GC, subject to Sound Transit 
obtaining a Conditional Use Permit or a land use code amendment. Views from the Bridle Trails 
neighborhood north of the site are blocked by existing vegetation and landforms. Landscaping, 
which would screen the perimeter and enhance the visual quality of the project, would be required 
per Bellevue City Code and the Bel-Red Subarea Plan (City of Bellevue 2009).  
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Letter I125, Carol Walker 
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Response to Letter I125, Carol Walker 

Response to Comment I125-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to the potential impacts on the local homes and businesses 
of the Bridle Trails neighborhood has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 20 
in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I126, James Walsh 
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Response to Letter I126, James Walsh 

Response to Comment I126-1 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to its impacts on vegetation, wildlife, and wetlands has 
been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.6), of the Final 
EIS identifies impacts on vegetation and wildlife. The Lynnwood Alternative would permanently 
remove approximately 12 acres of vegetation, of which 2.4 acres would be forested wetland habitat. 
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Letter I127, Pamela and Scott Watson, Joyce and Jim Ganley 
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Responses to Letter I127, Pamela and Scott Watson, Joyce and Jim Ganley 

Response to Comment I127-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to the displacement of businesses has been noted. Please 
see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the 
Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I127-2 

Potential noise, including nighttime noise, from implementation of the SR 520 Alternative has been 
evaluated in the Final EIS. Please refer to Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Noise and Vibration 
(Section 3.8.4.5), of the Final EIS, which concludes that no adverse impacts on noise would occur 
based on FTA and City of Bellevue noise criteria. Please see the response to Common Comment 20 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I128, Mark Whitaker 
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Responses to Letter I128, Mark Whitaker 

Response to Comment I128-1 

Support for the Preferred Alternative due to lowest cost and operational benefits has been noted.  

Response to Comment I128-2 

Please see the response to Common Comment 28 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I129, Roger White 
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Responses to Letter I129, Roger White 

Response to Comment I129-1 

Comment has been noted. Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, in the 
Final EIS states that the project must comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (49 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 24, as amended). 
The act and its amendments provide guidance on how federal financial assistance for a project 
compensates for impacts on property owners or tenants who need to relocate because of being 
displaced by the proposed project. Sound Transit has also adopted the Real Property Acquisition and 
Relocation Policy, Procedures, and Guidelines to guide the agency’s compliance with Chapter 8.26 of 
the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) and Chapter 468-100 of the Washington Administrative 
Code (WAC). All property acquisitions would be consistent with these policies to ensure that 
property owners would be treated uniformly and equitably. Please also see response to Comment 
O10-9, which responds to the comment on surrounding property values.  

Response to Comment I129-2 

Please see response to Comment I129-1, above, and the response to Comment O10-9, which 
responds to the comment on surrounding property values. Please also see the responses to Common 
Comments 12, 17, 22, 23, and 25 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
Regarding potential noise impacts, Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Noise and Vibration, of the Final EIS states 
that no FTA operational noise impacts would occur under the build alternatives located in Bellevue 
under FTA or City of Bellevue criteria. A noise impact at the existing Metro Bus Maintenance base 
was identified, located directly east of the Preferred Alternative site that can be mitigated with a 
sound wall. Sound Transit acquired the former International Paper Facility parcel as a protective 
acquisition. As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations 
(Section 3.2.3), of the Final EIS, protective acquisitions do not limit the evaluation of alternatives 
required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.  

Response to Comment I129-3 

General support for the Lynnwood Alternative and opposition to all build alternatives in Bellevue 
has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 4 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Letter I130, Linda Willemarck 
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Responses to Letter I130, Linda Willemarck 

Response to Comment I130-1 

Comment has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 2 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I130-2 

Comment has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Letter I131, Patrick Wilson and Kim Hyo 
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Response to Letter I131, Patrick Wilson and Kim Hyo 

Response to Comment I131-1 

Support for the Lynnwood Alternative as a first choice and the SR 520 Alternative as a second choice 
has been noted. 
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Letter I132, Form Email 
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Response to Letter I132, Form Email 
Please note that all commenters that sent this form email as their comments on the Draft EIS are 
listed in Table I-1.  

Response to Comment I132-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I132-2 

Comment noted. Analysis of the impacts on Goff Creek is presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, 
Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.5), of the Final EIS. Please see the response to Common Comment 26 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I132-3 

Please see the response to Common Comment 10 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I132-4 

 Please see the response to Common Comment 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I132-5 

Support for the Preferred Alternative and BNSF Modified Alternative over the SR 520 Alternative 
has been noted.  

Response to Comment I132-6 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to effects on the surrounding neighborhood and 
businesses has been noted. Impacts on neighborhoods are addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social 
Impacts, Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods (Section 3.5.4), of the Final EIS. 
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1  BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON; THURSDAY, JUNE 5, 2014

2  5:30 P.M.

3  --o0o--

4

5  MODERATOR:  Hello, everyone.  We're going to get

6 started.  Come on in.  Good evening.  My name is Jeanne

7 Acutanza.  And I'm your public hearing facilitator, your

8 moderator tonight.

9  If you'd like to provide verbal testimony or

10 comment, there's a sheet in the back.  And we'd like you to

11 sign up so that we can get through this in a real orderly

12 fashion.  So there's a sign up in the back of the room.

13 Please feel free to sign up.

14  First, I wanted to thank our public officials,

15 elected officials that are here tonight.  We have -- we have

16 Mayor Fred Butler from the city of Issaquah.  He's also on

17 the Sound Transit board.

18  So just a little bit about the purpose of this

19 hearing -- I'm going to close this door -- purpose of the

20 public hearing tonight, this environmental impact statement

21 hearing is being held to comply with the National

22 Environmental Policy Act and the State Environmental Policy

23 Act of 1971.

24  And we welcome your public comments to the public

25 comment period.  It ends June 23.  So we want you to get
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1 your comments in by that time.  Your comments help inform us

2 about the adequacy of the document as well as -- as well as

3 the accuracy of the analysis.  Your comments become part of

4 the official record.  And all of the comments will be

5 addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

6  Tonight is an opportunity for us to gather public

7 comments on the Operations and Maintenance Satellite

8 Facility Environmental Impact Statement, the draft.  We're

9 here to listen to your comments.  If you have questions or

10 want to speak to someone directly, we will -- we have the

11 open house next door, and we have a lot of staff ready to

12 take your questions or answer your questions.

13  Your comments tonight should really be focused on

14 the adequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,

15 the merits of the alternatives discussed in the Draft EIS,

16 and provide information on the potential impacts of the

17 proposed project.

18  So in order to accommodate everyone tonight, our

19 testimony is going to be limited to three minutes.  And I

20 have Jenny here.  We're going to use a timer.  And the way

21 the timer works is when the green light starts, you can

22 start your testimony.  At -- when you have about a minute

23 left, it will start flashing.  When you have about

24 30 seconds left, it will -- the yellow light will come on.

25 And when the red light comes, we'd like you to wrap up.
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1 That's the signal that your time is up.

2  The way we're going to run this will -- I'm going

3 to call three names in the order we have people have signed

4 up.  Please come to the microphone and speak into the

5 microphone.  We're going to answer questions -- receive your

6 testimony in order, so the first name should -- I call

7 should call line up at the microphone, but the second two

8 names should be ready to testify.

9  We have a court reporter here tonight to ensure

10 the accuracy and -- of your comments.  So when you're at the

11 microphone, please speak slowly and clearly.  When you're at

12 the microphone, please give your name, spell your last name,

13 and then let us know of any organizations that you're

14 representing tonight.

15  If you don't want to speak or you don't -- if

16 three minutes is too brief of a time or you have more

17 comments, there's an opportunity to provide comments in a

18 written way.  This is the community guide.  It provides

19 space for comments on the back.  We're receiving comments in

20 the room next door, and we'll be receiving those comments

21 through June 23.  And then -- but I want to make sure that

22 everyone understands, if you do give verbal testimony it is

23 as important as that written testimony.

24  Again -- I just want to go over this again -- if

25 you would like to speak, you might want to sign up in the
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1 back of the room.  But there are comments received in

2 several ways.

3  First, the verbal testimony at the microphone.

4  At the end of the public hearing, our court

5 reporter will be here till 7:30, and if you'd like to give

6 your testimony directly to her, that's just fine until 7:30.

7  You can fill out a form tonight and mail it in or

8 e-mail it.  Or you may provide comments consistent with

9 the -- consistent with the directions in the community

10 guide.  That's it.

11  I'm going to open it up to our panel tonight and

12 introduce you to Kent Hale -- he's the senior environmental

13 planner for the Operations Maintenance Satellite Facility

14 project -- and then Mayor Fred Butler from City of Issaquah

15 who's also Sound Transit board.

16  I'm going to let Fred Butler call us to order and

17 then we'll start taking testimony.

18  MR. BUTLER:  Well, we'll go ahead and get started.

19 Can everyone hear me okay?

20  Okay.  Wonderful.  Thank you.

21  And I want to thank everyone for coming on such a

22 beautiful day like this and to take time out to share your

23 thoughts with Sound Transit.

24  A couple words about the explanation or purpose of

25 what we are doing this evening.
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1  So Sound Transit has prepared the Draft

2 Environmental Impact Statement to identify and describe

3 potential environmental impacts associated with alternatives

4 related to the Operations Maintenance Satellite Facility

5 which I will affectionately call the OMSF so I don't have to

6 waste a lot of time with all of those words.

7  The EIS is first distributed as a draft document

8 so that the public, tribes, and agencies may review the

9 document prior to the preparation of the Final Environmental

10 Impact Statement.

11  The OMSF project proposes to construct and operate

12 a facility to meet the needs of the expanded fleet of light

13 rail vehicles identified in the Sound Transit 2 plan which

14 was approved by the voters in 2008.

15  The OMSF would be used to store, maintain, and

16 dispatch light rail vehicles for daily service by providing

17 vehicle storage, light maintenance, cleaning, and staff

18 administration facilities.

19  Four alternative sites for the proposed project

20 are evaluated in the Draft EIS, one in Lynnwood and three in

21 Bellevue.

22  We will now take testimony from members of the

23 audience in the order which they signed up to speak.  And

24 I'll ask Jeanne, who you heard from previously, to call the

25 first three speakers.
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1  MODERATOR:  So first three names I have are Jorge

2 Gonzalez, Eric Hanson and Tiffiny Brown.

3  So, Jorge, could you step up to the mic?  Speak

4 clearly.  Give us the spelling of your last name and

5 organization you represent.

6  MR. GONZALEZ:  My name is Jorge Gonzalez;

7 J-O-R-G-E, G-O-N-Z-A-L-E-Z.

8  Good evening, Mayor Butler, members of the staff,

9 council members.  Thank you for this opportunity to address

10 you tonight on the subject of the operations management base

11 site.

12  We're deeply concerned about the possibility that

13 this very large maintenance facility will be located on part

14 of our property.  I'm grateful for the opportunity to

15 address you directly.

16  My name is Jorge Gonzalez, and I'm here tonight

17 for speaking for Barrier Motors, a long-time Bellevue

18 business and one we hope we can continue to expand and grow

19 here serving our customers throughout the east side and the

20 region.  Our address 1533-120th Avenue Northeast.

21  We were shocked to learn that Sound Transit was

22 considering taking a portion of our property and up to

23 25 acres of land in Bel-Red for a maintenance facility.

24 That just don't make any sense to us.  We've been part of

25 Bel-Red planning process, and we strongly support the plan
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1 the City has for the Bel-Red corridor.  And we have our own

2 plans for the property that fits within city zoning, and we

3 believe will be a productive use of the land.

4  The land that we would lose, should Sound Transit

5 decide to build a maintenance facility in the former

6 International Paper Property, would greatly affect our

7 ability to operate our business.  The property in question

8 supports all of our four dealerships, and it is here where

9 we receive, repair, and store vehicles for sale.  This, too,

10 serves as employee parking.  Without it, we would have the

11 impossible task to find another suitable place where to

12 store 350 vehicles.

13  Without this property, we would not be able to

14 allow transports to load and unload vehicles in a safe place

15 within our property, and they would have to go back on the

16 street.  On a given week, we may have up to 50 transport

17 trucks loading and unloading vehicles.  We want to be good

18 neighbors and good citizens of Bellevue and the region, but

19 it is really hard when plans change and we have -- when we

20 expect one thing but, all of a sudden, a big piece of the

21 land gets changed into something else.

22  The decision will have a major negative impact on

23 the way we are able to run our business and serve our

24 clients.  I'm here tonight to urge you to put the

25 maintenance facility in another location.
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1  Thank you for listening to me.  We will continue

2 to stay involved and hope your decision is not to place the

3 base at the former International Paper facility.  Thank you

4 and good evening.

5  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you for sharing your thoughts

6 with us.

7  MODERATOR:  Next up we have Eric Hanson.  After

8 that, Tiffiny Brown and then Matt Terry.

9  Eric Hanson?  Going once.  Okay.

10  If he's here later, we'll come back to him.

11  Tiffiny Brown?

12  MS. BROWN:  Good evening.  I'm Tiffiny Brown with

13 Pine Forest; T-I-F-F-I-N-Y --

14  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Can't hear you down here,

15 Tiffiny.

16  MS. BROWN:  Can you hear me now?

17  -- T-I-F-F-I-N-Y, B-R-O-W-N.

18  Thank you very much for giving us this opportunity

19 to speak to you tonight, Mr. Mayor and staff.

20  I wish I had something a little bit more formal,

21 and I wish I was more comfortable doing this, but I'm not so

22 here we go.

23  We, Pine Forest, have property in the nearby

24 vicinity to the OSMF [sic] facility.  And although we are

25 not impacted directly or physically by this facility, we are
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1 definitely impacted by the rest of the rail stations and the

2 railway coming into the neighborhood.  We are directly

3 across the street from the Spring District Station.

4  And we have worked very hard with the City of

5 Bellevue and the upzoning of this neighborhood to support

6 transit-oriented development.  And to us and to the

7 community and to those that we have worked with,

8 transportation-oriented development means being able to live

9 and walk and be within a pedestrian environment of -- of the

10 new facilities that are going to be there.

11  So when you look at something like 25 acres just

12 being wiped out in that general vicinity, it makes me

13 wonder, it makes everybody wonder, is anybody really looking

14 at the future?  Is anybody considering what's going to

15 happen, long term?

16  And I -- I am on the other side of this puzzle

17 when it comes to Sound Transit coming in and having to take

18 property from us, so I know that this is not an easy

19 decision to make or an easy process to do on your behalf.

20 And I feel for those that are here that are actually being

21 physically impacted by other alternatives.  And I know that

22 that's -- you know, it doesn't matter what I say here today,

23 that doesn't make it easy.  But no matter what, we all have

24 to consider the future and where this is going and why it's

25 being put where it is.
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1  And I think that if staff were to actually do that

2 and look at it long-term range, you would notice that if you

3 had compared every single one of these sites side by side,

4 the only thing that changes is the economic impact of the

5 BNSF sites and what happens to the future and the potential

6 planning, the potential density that could go in and support

7 the Spring District Station, that this is not the site for

8 the OSMF [sic] facility with those things considered.

9  I just hope that staff doesn't continue to pursue

10 an easy option just because it's the easiest today, when

11 it's the -- it's the hardest to digest for long term.

12  So thank you very much.  I appreciate it.

13  MR. BUTLER:  Ms. Brown, thank you very, very much

14 for coming this evening.

15  MODERATOR:  Next we have Matt Terry.  And after

16 that, Jeff Myrter and Rob Aigner.

17  MR. TERRY:  Good afternoon, Mayor Butler, members

18 of the Sound Transit staff.

19  My name is Matt Terry; M-A-T-T, T-E-R-R-Y.  And I

20 would like to speak this afternoon about the option of

21 placing a maintenance facility on the BNSF site.

22  The perspective I've offer -- I offer tonight is

23 informed by the lead role that I played in the Bel-Red

24 planning process several years ago.  There are a number of

25 reasons why the BNSF site should not be used for Sound
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1 Transit's maintenance facility.  And I want to focus on two

2 of those.

3  First, the location of the maintenance facility

4 immediately adjacent to one of the redevelopment nodes and,

5 I would note, a light rail station in the Bel-Red corridor

6 is antithetical to the idea of generating ridership on the

7 light rail system from uses like high-density housing and

8 employment.  One of the central ideas of the Bel-Red plan

9 was to encourage land uses that would benefit from and

10 support light rail.

11  The location of a maintenance facility in this

12 location, where the City is encouraging high-density housing

13 and employment, subverts the plan and may fundamentally

14 compromise the viability of the plan itself.  The City

15 studies of potential redevelopment in the Bel-Red area found

16 that there was strong demand for office and housing

17 development in the Bel-Red area.

18  But for that to happen, the light industrial

19 character of the Bel-Red area would have to change.  Major

20 new investment by the City and access improvements in parks

21 will be needed.  And developers with a longtime horizon,

22 access to capital, and a high tolerance for risk will be

23 needed to marshal the private investment that will be

24 necessary to create the new office and residential uses.

25  The wholesale change in land use contemplated by
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1 the plan is ambitious and extremely delicate.  This

2 transformation will take time, many years, and lots of

3 attention by the City and others to be successful.

4  What is not needed is a new industrial use, like a

5 maintenance facility, located adjacent to highest -- to a

6 high-density node.  That use will introduce a dark cloud

7 which could compromise the market viability of redevelopment

8 and, in that way, jeopardize billions of dollars of private

9 investment.

10  I urge you to consider alternative sites for the

11 maintenance facility.  To not do so risks fundamentally

12 compromising the plan that will lead to the redevelopment

13 that both the City and Sound Transit wants to see happen.

14  Thank you for allowing me to speak tonight.

15  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you, Mr. Terry, for speaking

16 this evening.

17  MODERATOR:  So we have Jeff Myrter, Rob Aigner,

18 and I'll go back to Eric Hanson, if you're around.

19  MR. MYRTER:  Hello.  I'm Jeff Myrter, M-Y-R-T-E-R.

20  Good Evening, Mayor Butler and staff.

21  My name is Jeff Myrter.  I'm the general manager

22 and director of property management for Wright Runstad and

23 Company.  I'm here tonight specifically representing our

24 Spring District development project.

25  Now, Wright Runstad will provide formal comments
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1 to the DEIS in the coming weeks, but I wanted to offer some

2 of our concerns to you tonight.

3  Wright Runstad is committed to transit-oriented

4 design, and nowhere more so than at the Spring District, our

5 36-acre development in the Bel-Red corridor.

6  Since we purchased the property in 2007, we have

7 worked very closely with both the City of Bellevue and Sound

8 Transit to support their adopted land use and transportation

9 visions and policies that are intended to maximize ridership

10 by bringing people and jobs in close proximity to where this

11 region is investing billions of dollars in public transit

12 infrastructure.  To say the least, removing the 25 acres of

13 high-density, mixed-used, and residential transit-oriented

14 development that is planned for the BNSF site contradicts

15 these visions and policies.

16  It may not look like it today, but long -- not

17 long from now, because of those policies, the densities of

18 jobs and people within a quarter mile of the 120th Station

19 will exceed that of Capital Hill and South Lake Union in

20 Seattle.  Would it make sense to place a 25-acre maintenance

21 facility in the middle of Capital Hill?

22  We urge Sound Transit to go beyond the

23 prescriptive analysis mandated in the EIS process and

24 consider the future of our region by applying its own TOD

25 policies and the City of Bellevue's TOD zoning for the
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1 Bel-Red corridor when making this decision.  Under

2 conservative estimates, the BNSF site alone represents the

3 capacity for 6500 jobs and 1600 housing units within walking

4 distance of the 120th Street Station.  That loss in

5 potential riders is substantial but also represents the loss

6 to the City of Bellevue of over $50 million in impact and

7 zoning fees and the long-term loss of property and B&O tax

8 revenues that far exceeds the loss of any of the other sites

9 in consideration.

10  Please take the time to do this right and consider

11 the region's expectations for investing so much of our

12 scarce public money in light rail transit infrastructure.

13 None of the other sites have the potential to deliver on the

14 regional promise of connecting density with transit

15 investment like the BNSF site does.

16  Our company's investing over $2 billion in a

17 first-class, nationally recognized TOD development over the

18 next 20 years.  And we're doing so based on that regional

19 promise.  These things work when public and private partners

20 cooperate for common vision.  Please don't undermine that

21 cooperation by placing the OMSF at the BNSF site.

22  Thank you very much.

23  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

24  MODERATOR:  The next is Rob Aigner.  After him,

25 Eric Hanson and Jeanne Muir.
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1  MR. AIGNER:  Hi.  My name is Rob Aigner,

2 A-I-G-N-E-R.  I'm senior vice president and regional manger

3 from Harsch Investment Properties.

4  We own the 11-acre, 40-tenant site known as Plaza

5 520, which is under consideration under -- for a -- the OMSF

6 facility in alternative for -- otherwise known as SR520. I'm

7 going to give you a little different spin than what you

8 might expect from a business person.  I want to give you a

9 sense of who we are as Plaza 520.

10  We are Plaza 520.  We're the face of small, local

11 business in the Bel-Red corridor.  We operate our businesses

12 every single day.  We pay taxes.  We are existing

13 contributors to the local economy.  We're proud to be doing

14 business in the Bel-Red neighborhood.  It is where we have

15 planted our roots.  We have taken on tremendous risk and

16 sacrifice to be here.  We've invested our money and our

17 lives into this location and into our businesses for the

18 benefit of our customers who value our services.  We are

19 here.  We are now.  We are thriving.

20  We are Plaza 520.  We are a diverse group of 40

21 independent business owners.  We are women-owned businesses.

22 We are both nonprofit and for-profit businesses.  We're the

23 fibers in the -- within the weave of the economic fabric

24 that every city desires to have.  We are risk-takers.  We

25 are community supporters.  We are families.  We are
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1 neighborhood.

2  We are Plaza 520.  We're Persepolis Specialties.

3 We're a family-owned business running a restaurant and

4 bakery.  We awake every morning at 4:00 a.m. to prepare

5 fresh baked goods from scratch.  We offer our customers

6 delicious Persian, Greek, and Mediterranean foods and thick

7 Turkish coffee.

8  We are Plaza 520.  We are Bellevue LifeSpring.  We

9 help at-risk youth achieve their dreams through a variety of

10 programs.  We help young people develop self-confidence and

11 positive attitude.  We meet the deeds of children enrolled

12 in Bellevue public schools.  We foster stability and

13 self-sufficiency for kids and their families through

14 programs that feed and clothe and educate.  We provide free

15 food to over 1500 Bellevue students enrolled in Head Start

16 and reduced-price lunch programs over school breaks.

17  We are Plaza 520.  We are BECU.  Just last

18 December, we moved into a brand-new, $2 million building

19 that took us over a year to develop with Harsch Properties.

20 We are proud of our new location which offers services to

21 the entire east side.  We are member-owned and membership

22 makes all the difference.  When you join BECU, you become a

23 member of the community of people who care about their

24 neighbors and do their best to help them succeed.  We

25 provide dreams of the -- to family that is a first-time
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1 homeowner, investment capital for new businesses, and

2 reinvestment back into community.

3  We are Plaza 520.  We've been here.  We are here

4 now.  And we are thriving.  We are a neighborhood.  Please

5 don't take that away.

6  MR. BUTLER:  Good evening.  Thank you.

7  MR. AIGNER:  And I've got -- I've got some cards

8 for you too.  These are hundreds of people that have visited

9 our places.  We've had a couple days to collect these.  But

10 I thought you should see the volume that represents our

11 businesses.  So I'm going to leave these for you here.

12  MR. BUTLER:  Okay.

13  MR. AIGNER:  Thank you for the -- thank you for

14 the opportunity.

15  MODERATOR:  Do we have Eric Hanson?

16  We don't.  We're going to go on to Jeanne Muir.

17 And after that, Bill Neville and Grant Degginger.

18  MS. MUIR:  My name is Jeanne Muir; J-E-A-N-N-E,

19 M-U-I-R.  And I'm here tonight representing Security

20 Properties.  Thank you very much for giving us this

21 opportunity to discuss with you the siting alternatives.

22  Security Properties is a Seattle-based developer,

23 multifamily developer who is currently in the entitlement

24 phase with Bellevue for the first 300-plus apartments to be

25 built in the Spring District and has options to triple that
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1 number.  We will be the first buildings built up there,

2 starting this fall if the entitlement continues at this

3 pace.

4  We're deeply concerned at the prospect that Sound

5 Transit could overturn years of planning in the Bel-Red area

6 as a dense neighborhood, urban neighborhood, by choosing

7 either of the BNSF options.  It places this multimillion

8 dollar investment in serious jeopardy and significantly

9 reduces our interest in continuing to the option properties.

10  Security Properties made the initial property

11 investment based on the Bel-Red plan which we read deeply

12 and believed in.  It was a promise to us as -- well, as

13 mentioned earlier.  Taking these 25 acres out of the density

14 equation changes that attractiveness for us, and we think it

15 will for other developers as well.  And only a quarter mile

16 from 120th Station, sitting -- siting at any of the Bellevue

17 sites removes urban density from your walk shed which is

18 clearly one of TOD's number ones and should be Sound

19 Transit's goal.

20  Bellevue is in the fortunate position that it's

21 currently thriving.  It's growing precipitously.  Removing

22 25 acres, permanently, from this growth curve will reduce

23 Bellevue and King County tax revenues far more than other

24 sites, will damage the goals of the Bel-Red planning effort.

25 Other communities that are less central, that have a
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1 different economic environment could benefit more from the

2 siting of a maintenance facility rather than being harmed by

3 it for the foreseeable future.

4  So Security Properties will be putting in our

5 letter to the DEIS as well.  Again, thank you very much for

6 the opportunity to bring these comments to you.

7  Good night.

8  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you for coming this evening.

9  MODERATOR:  Next we have Bill Neville, Grant

10 Degginger, and Vikki Orrico after that.

11  MR. NEVILLE:  I'm Bill.  And I'll pass.

12  MODERATOR:  Okay.

13  MR. NEVILLE:  I do appreciate your pronouncing my

14 name right.

15  MODERATOR:  Grant Degginger.

16  MR. DEGGINGER:  Thank you, Mayor Butler.

17  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you, Mayor Degginger for coming

18 and seeing and speaking before us.

19  MR. DEGGINGER:  I appreciate it.

20  I'm Grant Degginger, D-E-G-G-I-N-G-E-R.  And I'm a

21 former mayor of the City of Bellevue, former council member,

22 served on our council for 12 years.

23  And I'm here on behalf of myself.  But I feel,

24 indirectly, I'm here, Mayor Butler, on behalf of the many

25 people that we asked to serve on our Bel-Red planning
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1 committee that spent the better part of two years developing

2 a plan for how we turn an area that was 950 acres,

3 industrially zoned, generally, into a highest and best use

4 of a transit-oriented development using the investment of

5 light rail, one that hadn't been voted on at the time, to do

6 so.  We -- we -- we believed in it.  We also helped get the

7 votes to help pass the light rail initiative and bring the

8 light rail to the east side.  And it was the right decision.

9  I'm here to oppose not only the BNSF alternative

10 but really any of the alternatives in the Bel-Red area

11 because it is a -- such a -- it is so inconsistent with the

12 effort that we made to design a plan that would work, long

13 term, for the city.  We've -- we were hoping to see

14 investment occur.  We've seen -- and you've heard testimony

15 from companies that are spending literally billions of

16 dollars making -- making the investment based upon the land

17 use that was anticipated for that area.

18  What would happen here by putting in this

19 maintenance base in this location is, it -- it is putting an

20 industrial use right back into what we were hoping to do for

21 having transit-oriented development in this city.  It's a

22 gigantic step backwards.  It jeopardizes these investments

23 and it jeopardizes the ability of the City's plan to be

24 fully -- fully -- to come into fruition over time.

25  So I -- and moreover, in the many, many
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1 conversations and meetings that we had about delivering

2 light rail here, the notion of this maintenance base in this

3 location never came up.  It -- it was slipped in late in the

4 game, very late and very quietly.  We were always told it

5 was going to be in Seattle.

6  So I'm very disappointed that we're here tonight

7 having this conversation.  And I hope that we realize that

8 what's important here is that this investment that we're

9 making is allowed to come to fruition in the Bel-Red area

10 and that we don't go backwards; we move forward and really

11 deliver on that vision because it's a great vision.

12  Thank you for your time today.  And thank you for

13 the opportunity to come in and speak to you.

14  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

15  MODERATOR:  Next we have Vikki Orrico.  And coming

16 up, Pat James and Hayley Bonsteel.

17  MS. ORRICO:  Good evening, Mayor Butler, staff.

18  My name is Vikki Orrico, O-R-R-I-C-O.  And I'd

19 like to echo the comments of Matt Terry and Mayor Degginger.

20 I'm here to testify against siting your Operations and

21 Maintenance Satellite Facility in the Bel-Red corridor.

22  I was chair of the Bellevue Planning Commission

23 when we crafted and unanimously adopted the Bel-Red subarea

24 plan to transform the Bel-Red area from light industrial and

25 commercial uses to vibrant new neighborhoods and thriving
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1 businesses served by an integrated system of multimodal

2 transportation choices, parks, and open space, and restore

3 stream corridors that connect the greater city and the

4 region.

5  The Bel-Red corridor plan was the culmination of

6 many years of work by the Bel-Red Steering Committee and six

7 of the City's boards and commissions.  It was developed with

8 careful deliberation and extensive public and stakeholder

9 input including over 340 comments to the Planning Commission

10 alone.

11  The Bel-Red corridor plan provided the City an

12 opportunity to capitalize on the corridor's strategic

13 location, the City of Bellevue's economic strength, and the

14 potential for light rail to serve the area.

15  The position as it is, between downtown Bellevue

16 and Microsoft, we recognize that this area offers

17 unparalleled opportunity for high-quality office and

18 residential development.  The Sound Transit proposal to site

19 its facilities a quarter of a mile from the 120th Street

20 Station would defeat our purpose and vision and be an

21 affront to our hard work.

22  It would put a giant slab of concrete in the

23 middle of this transit-oriented development, blurring our

24 vision for this to be a high-density, sustainable

25 neighborhoods with ecological restoration, new jobs, parks,
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1 open space, retail offerings, economic and business

2 opportunities, and affordable and workforce housing.

3  Thank you.

4  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

5  MODERATOR:  Next is Pat James.  After that, Hayley

6 Bonsteel.

7  Pat?

8  MS. JAMES:  I'd like to pass at this time.  Thank

9 you.

10  MODERATOR:  Okay.  Thank you, Pat.

11  Hayley Bonsteel.

12  MS. BONSTEEL:  Hi there.  Thank you for this

13 opportunity.

14  My name is Hayley Bonsteel, B-O-N-S-T-E-E-L.  And

15 I'm a community engagement and outreach manger at

16 Futurewise.  My background is in architecture and urban

17 design.

18  And I'm here to state that we do not believe that

19 the BNSF site is suitable for the facility.  It's the least

20 suitable of the alternatives, and it's just bad public

21 policy.  And similar to the previous comments, the Bel-Red

22 corridor was recently redone with full community support to

23 encourage transit-oriented development and smart land use.

24  So given its location within a quarter mile of the

25 station, which is a five-minute walk, best uses would be
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1 housing, public space, mixed use, parks, basic services, any

2 of those.  So siting the facility at BNSF goes against Sound

3 Transit's own TOD policies, displacing 25 acres of TOD and

4 permanently removing that land from high-density

5 development, which has a tremendous economic impact, in the

6 long run, on the city of Bellevue and King County.

7  So in short, this site has the greatest negative

8 land use and economic impact of all the alternatives in the

9 long run if we look just beyond the moment.

10  Thanks.

11  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

12  MODERATOR:  Next we have Laura Hurdeldenk --

13 Hurdelbrink -- I apologize -- Howard Katz -- sorry -- and

14 Mark Hallenbeck.

15  MS. HURDELBRINK:  Thank you for the -- I'm Laura

16 Hurdelbrink, that's H-U-R-D-E-L-B-R-I-N-K.  And, yes, I

17 adopted that name over 45 years ago.  I'm vice president of

18 the Belle Meade Association.

19  Belle Meade Association has gone on record as

20 being opposed to the expansion of Sound Transit's

21 maintenance yards anywhere in Bellevue.  And we have sent a

22 letter dated May 31, 2014.

23  As Sound Transit has proposed, there is a fifth

24 alternative and that one should be used.  I have just

25 returned from an extended trip to Tokyo and Kyoto, Japan
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1 where urban transportation is an art.  Being able to plan

2 ahead does not seem to be a prerequisite of the Sound

3 Transit officials.  Public officials in Japan would be

4 embarrassed to be making this type of proposal after making

5 a boondoggle of expanding above-ground transit that is not

6 safe for public to use and barely used as a percentage of

7 the total community population.

8  First and foremost, underground transit is a must

9 in urban areas.

10  Second, maintenance yards should not be in the

11 future downtown corridor of a future major metropolitan

12 area.

13  As a long-term resident of the east side, I have

14 seen the expansion that was never really talked about but

15 was envisioned by many.  Somehow, there has always been time

16 and money to build, and then time -- and rebuild, and time

17 and more money to build correctly.  Cost today to do it

18 correctly will be seen as inexpensive in 50 or a hundred

19 years in the future, especially when parts of Seattle are

20 underwater.

21  Spend time to stop.  Do the expansion correctly,

22 instead of paying for it at twice or at five to ten times

23 the cost.  Stop doing it wrong, and get on the right side of

24 the tracks.

25  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.
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1  MODERATOR:  Next is Howard Katz.  And after that,

2 Mark Hallenbeck and Amy Terziyski.

3  MR. KATZ:  My name is Howard Katz, K-A-T-Z.  And

4 by the way, Katz is the oldest surname in the world, first

5 surname.  Just wanted to let you know that.

6  MR. BUTLER:  Well, thank you for sharing that with

7 us.

8  MR. KATZ:  I represent Lake Bellevue Village.  And

9 I also represent the Bellevue Network on Aging.  And we have

10 issues on both sides of the fence on this.

11  But I just wanted to say that I'm asking you not

12 to make any more mistakes.  When we do -- we -- when we

13 built on -- we proposed the Hospital Station, not at the

14 hospital -- that's -- was the alternative -- but behind

15 Whole Foods so that older adults will not be using that

16 station because of the time it's going to take and go there

17 and get to the doctors, it will be difficult.

18  As far as Lake Bellevue Village is concerned, we

19 are basically a wetland.  You -- you picked the -- you

20 picked the -- a rail car that -- right next to where we have

21 ducks, geese, birds, everything.  It's a protected area.

22 And -- and you chose that area to run your rail line on.

23 It's disturbing me.

24  Now, as a community, we are going to have trains

25 early in the morning coming -- additional trains -- is it
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1 80?  A hundred?  I don't know how many.  But it's concerning

2 that you're going to make another mistake.

3  And you know, it's like, I have a feeling

4 sometimes you guys don't listen because when I went before

5 Sound Transit Board regarding -- once the Hospital Station

6 was announced where it was -- you know, you had three

7 choices.  One of the choices was over Northeast Eighth.

8  So here I go before Sound Transit, make my

9 testimony, and all of a sudden, the testimony is over.  They

10 call for a vote -- well, they didn't call for a vote -- they

11 had the committee read from a prepared statement -- a

12 prepared statement.  Here I make testimony, you didn't

13 listen to my testimony because you voted and -- you voted to

14 put it where I was -- I was testifying.  I mean, it just

15 didn't make sense.  Here I'm testifying, but you didn't

16 really listen.  You listened, but you didn't listen because

17 you voted -- what the committee said, in a prepared

18 statement, the decision was made before.  So why have me

19 testify?

20  So please do not make any more mistakes.  It's

21 enough that you're destroying -- literally destroying our

22 neighborhood with -- with the -- with the trains coming by.

23 Who knows what effect it will be on the Sound for our

24 wildlife?  You know, there's lots of questions.

25  Anyway, I'm asking you, no more mistakes, please.
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1  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

2  MODERATOR:  Next Mark Hallenbeck, Amy Terziyski.

3 And then, after that, Glenn Christy.

4  MR. HALLENBECK:  Hi.  My name is Mark Hallenbeck,

5 H-A-L-L-E-N-B-E-C-K.  I work at the University of

6 Washington.  Although, I'm not representing them in this

7 light tonight.  I'm just me.

8  Didn't really come to speak.  I came as much to

9 listen.  But I used to teach the urban transportation

10 planning class at the University.  One of the interesting

11 things over the last 20 years of teaching that was that we

12 have always taught that you're supposed to do transportation

13 in land use in an integrated fashion.  And historically,

14 we've done a really lousy job of doing that.

15  So I -- so I worry a little.  Here is an

16 opportunity to have done land use and transportation in a

17 wonderfully integrated fashion.  And then you go back and

18 change those outcomes.

19  Now, for you, organization is we make decisions.

20 Those organizational decisions can be brilliant from an

21 organizational side and really dumb from a community side.

22  So I worry that, as you go forward, not -- I don't

23 know.  I'm not a Bellevue person.  I'm neither pro nor con.

24 If you take my class, the answer to all questions is, it

25 depends.  So I don't know the -- I don't know what the right
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1 answer here is.  But I can say that from an outside

2 perspective this is a really dumb-looking decision if you go

3 in Bellevue.

4  In a region that is crying out for mixed land use

5 development to save other land for other purposes, here is a

6 part of the region that wants mixed-use, high-density

7 development.  From an operation standpoint, you might have

8 to run trains more, but you don't have to build big parking

9 lots if this is the place you're going to build in.  People

10 will walk there; they will bike here.  You might -- your

11 biggest problem might be bike parking in this place.

12  It is a corridor that sits between Microsoft and

13 Google, between Totem Lake's hospital district and Overlake

14 in Bellevue.  It is connected -- it's great for you guys

15 because it's flat.  It means it's great for walking, and

16 it's great for biking.  From a land-use perspective, this is

17 a great place for Sound Transit to be.

18  I don't know enough about Lynnwood to say whether

19 it's good or bad or indifferent.  But I worry that,

20 externally on a growth perspective, Sound Transit is

21 counting on that for Sound Transit 3.  If you come and say,

22 Oh, yeah, but we need more maintenance space, you're going

23 to set yourself up for a vote we just had where we lost big

24 time to a lot of people.

25  So think carefully as you go forward in the
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1 broader context of the proposals and agreements you made

2 with people as you build plans out and in the greater

3 picture of how you expect this region to grow and what your

4 role is in that.

5  Put that into the context of your pricing and

6 decision-making.  I think you'll come out with a better

7 outcome in that process.

8  Thank you.

9  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

10  MODERATOR:  Amy Terziyski.  After that we have

11 Glenn Christy and then Andrea Duffield.

12  MS. TERZIYSKI:  Okay.  Hi.  My name is Amy

13 Terziyski.  That's spelled T-E-R-Z-I-Y-S-K-I.

14  I apologize.  I'm not used to speaking out in

15 front of so many people, but here I am.

16  My husband and I are small business owners from

17 the 520 Plaza at the proposed site there.  Never before did

18 we feel so small to learn that Sound Transit is proposing to

19 take away our business from us.  When we started our

20 restaurant, we never saw ourselves making it 11 years in

21 business.  And here I stand before you today asking you to

22 let us stay.

23  This business has helped us buy our first home,

24 start a family with three wonderful little kids, and keep us

25 with -- give us a dependable income.
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1  Our business is more than just a telephone and a

2 desk to move.  We have large refrigeration.  We have two

3 800-pound deck ovens; plus many, many loyal customers that

4 we've been serving in the community here in Bellevue for,

5 you know, those 11 years.

6  Commercial retail in Bellevue is at a premium, and

7 it's very hard to find.  It's -- it would be very hard for

8 us to find a comparable location, almost maybe an impossible

9 task for us.

10  The stress and cost involved could very well be

11 the beginning of the end for us in our business.  I think we

12 speak for many of the small businesses in the 520-Northup

13 area.  When we say that -- sorry -- I think we speak for a

14 lot of people when we say that the relocation is not an

15 option for us.

16  Taking away 25 acres of retail and office space

17 which is currently teeming of the energy of small businesses

18 will create an industrial wasteland and would affect not

19 just our business but the businesses to the north, east,

20 south, and west of us.

21  We hope Sound Transit can see it that way too.

22 And thank you for listening to me.

23  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

24  MODERATOR:  Next we have Glenn Christy.  After

25 that, Andrea Duffield, and then Cindy Angelo.
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1  MR. CHRISTY:  Hi.  My name is Glenn Christy,

2 C-H-R-I-S-T-Y.  Lived in Bellevue for quite a while.

3  First time I came to Bellevue is about 55 years

4 ago.  And I remember exactly what was in the Spring

5 District.  It was Safeway developing their flagship industry

6 in this state, coming up from California, and making

7 industry what Bellevue really needed.  Bellevue was actually

8 built on companies like Safeway.

9  Safeway is mostly gone.  But as far as Sound

10 Transit is concerned, we -- you are going to be some of our

11 future industry.  And the bottom line, your bottom line, is

12 the bottom line.  You have to take the option which is best

13 suited for Sound Transit not for what Wright Runstad or some

14 other business is going to make.

15  I'm afraid that's probably along the Burlington

16 Northern Santa Fe -- I really don't like this, but you know,

17 along that corridor, preferably, in my opinion, on the east

18 side only.

19  If you don't build now, I'm sure that you'll have

20 to build both in Lynnwood and Bellevue some day anyway,

21 because I'm sure that the City of Redmond will insist on

22 light rail going through the city of Redmond to downtown.

23 The mayor is kind of promising that and so are a lot of

24 other people.  And if you make the mayor of Redmond mad, his

25 mother's going to be unhappy too.  And now you have two
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1 cities that are going to be jumping all over you.

2  Now -- okay.  It isn't just that.  Bellevue's had

3 its own problems in the past.  In the 1980s we had somebody

4 get up in the City Council meeting and actually say,

5 Bellevue's a bedroom community.  We don't want Microsoft in

6 Bellevue.

7  And at the time, I couldn't believe it.  My next

8 door neighbor, he dragged me to the City Council meeting.

9 It was the first time I ever been to one and hear something

10 like that.  I was -- I'm depending on the software industry.

11 So is Amtrak.  Their Web page, that's what I do -- what I

12 did.

13  And I can't believe that somebody would actually

14 consider saying it's a matter of if building in Lynnwood or

15 Bellevue ever.  It's a matter of when.  We know Sound

16 Transit 3 is going to come along eventually.

17  I mean, you can say, Well, that's not decided yet.

18  But I'm sure there will be.  And the Federal

19 Transit Administration, I don't think they're going to

20 change their policies in the next 20 years, which means

21 there will need to be another maintenance facility.  And if

22 you don't build one in Bellevue now, at that time they will

23 be looking for land, probably in the Bel-Red area, for that

24 maintenance facility.

25  I mean, Federal Transit Administration is very
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1 clear on what they -- what they demand.  And they're not

2 going to allow people to bring the trains all the way from

3 Lynnwood everyday all the way to Redmond.  It's going to be

4 very expensive for Sound Transit.  They may even fine you

5 eventually for that if you change those rules slightly.  So

6 I hope you -- I'm sorry that I -- I don't really like rail

7 systems in Bellevue, but it's, I'm afraid, the way to go.

8 Sorry, everybody.

9  Thank you very much.

10  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

11  MODERATOR:  Next Andrea Duffield.  And after that,

12 Cindy Anglo, and then Loretta Lopez.

13  MS. DUFFIELD:  Good evening.  My name is Andrea

14 Duffield, D-U-F-F-I-E-L-D.

15  I am a teacher and I'm a speech pathologist.  And

16 I am the owner of MOSAIC Children's Therapy Clinic in

17 Bellevue.  We're in the Plaza 520 complex.  And if the light

18 rail maintenance yard was placed in the location of my

19 current business, it would be devastating to my business, to

20 my staff, and to the thousands of special needs children

21 that we serve in our community.

22  Let me start by reminding you of the current

23 statistics.  In our country, 1 in 68 children is affected by

24 autism.  If you're a boy, it's 1 in 42.  Overall, 1 in 6

25 children has a special need or a developmental delay
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1 diagnosis.

2  MOSAIC, with a team of 50-plus professionals in

3 Bellevue, provides pediatric, physical, occupational, and

4 speech therapy services.  We offer behavioral intervention

5 services for children, including pediatric psychological

6 assessments and treatments, individual and group counseling,

7 behavior intervention, ABA programming, and support groups.

8 We have programs like aquatic therapy, pediatric yoga,

9 feeding groups, handwriting groups, social skills classes,

10 friendship groups, dietary and nutritional assessments, and

11 functional movement groups.  We have developmental preschool

12 and kindergarten boot camp for our clients that can't

13 survive in the public school system.  There is nowhere else

14 for these children to go in our community.

15  MOSAIC is the only private, comprehensive therapy

16 clinic in the greater Seattle area providing this depth and

17 breadth of services from birth through adulthood.  We've

18 created a model that allows our families to come to one

19 place and have a true team, a family-centered approach to

20 meet their childs needs.

21  I'm very proud to say that MOSAIC is a rare

22 private provider that accepts Medicaid clients.  Our state

23 agencies cannot meet the needs of all of these clients.

24 I've dedicated a portion of my business to serving these

25 families that have no other options.  As a mother, I cannot
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1 look a child in the eye and deny them services because of

2 their insurance or lack thereof.

3  MOSAIC began in 2003.  In the last 11 years, we've

4 worked tirelessly to grow to become the agency we are today.

5 For our location now, it took us nearly two years to be able

6 to find where we could be because we have so many

7 limitations and issues to deal with in finding the right

8 place.

9  We have to be accessible to our families.  Our

10 freeway access is key.  It's not for convenience.  It's for

11 the fact that our children can't handle being in cars.

12  If you go to MOSAIC, you don't have to go from

13 clinic to clinic.  We need a safe parking lot.  We need a

14 location not faced out onto the road because our children

15 run out of the building, and they do not look both ways

16 before they cross the street.

17  If, in fact, MOSAIC had to be moved, it would be

18 very challenging to find a replacement.  Our landlords spent

19 time with us prior to leasing.  They've also given the

20 commitment toward community.

21  I've provided the rest of my comments in writing

22 to you as well.

23  Thank you.

24  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

25  MODERATOR:  Cindy Anglo and is next.  And then
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1 after that, Loretta Lopez and Don Davidson.

2  MS. ANGELO:  Hi.  My name is Cindy Angelo,

3 A-N-G-E-L-O.

4  To follow up after Andrea's talk there, I am the

5 marketing manager for MOSAIC Children's Therapy Clinics.

6 And of course, again, it's the 520 Plaza.  We -- I strongly

7 oppose that location being chosen.  I speak on behalf of,

8 not just myself, but all of the employees in our company.

9 There are 50 of us at the Bellevue location, and we are

10 growing.

11  I've been with MOSAIC for two years.  Right after

12 I started at MOSAIC, we had just moved.  We moved into this

13 Plaza 520.  And it was the dream location.  We had room to

14 grow.  We had rooms that were available for the new services

15 to be added at the clinic to serve the children.  And we are

16 now bursting at the seams because we've continued to add

17 services there.  The need, as Andrea said, is just

18 incredibly great.

19  We've taken over more space in the Plaza 520

20 location.  And the -- the location is -- is perfect.  And

21 the families -- I remember listening as -- in my position as

22 the marketing person, I have the opportunity to not just be

23 in-house all of the time.  I'm out in the community.  I go

24 to the doctors' offices, to preschools, events.  I host the

25 events and set up all around the community to share the news
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1 about MOSAIC and what we provide.

2  And I often would hear things about the

3 limitations that other clinics have to provide services.

4 And -- because they can -- they're in some small clinic, and

5 they have one or two types of services, where MOSAIC's niche

6 is that we have so many services in one location.  And the

7 goal would be to continue to grow that.

8  So when I look at it, too, on a side note, in

9 speaking on behalf of the other businesses in our area -- I

10 don't know them personally, but when I read about this site

11 being chosen, I couldn't believe that it would be an option

12 for 101 businesses to be wiped out or to have to move.  Many

13 of those businesses would close.  And some of the other

14 sites just simply -- you wouldn't be displacing so many

15 businesses.

16  And I can tell you, it's outrageous, not to just

17 us, but the local news.  We had KIRO, KOMO, and Q13 all at

18 our clinic today for live TV coverage.  And so it's

19 outrageous, not just to us.

20  So thank you for listening.  Thank you.

21  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

22  MODERATOR:  We have Loretta Lopez next.  And after

23 that, Don Davidson and then John Hempelmann.

24  MS. LOPEZ:  Good afternoon.  I'm Loretta Lopez.

25 And I'm president of the Bridle Trails Community Club.  The
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1 Bridle Trails area is right above 520.  And you all are

2 familiar with it.

3  We have been addressing this issue for many

4 months.  We have made a formal statement to Sound Transit

5 Board, starting with the objection over placing a facility

6 at the Fred Meyer site when that was part of the -- one of

7 the sites, possible sites.

8  Our position is that we do not want or find it

9 acceptable to place a 25-acre maintenance facility in the

10 Bel-Red corridor.  There are many reasons for this.  In

11 particular, it is inconsistent with the zoning that the City

12 has invested in for years.  The City has spent millions of

13 dollars.  We have spent thousands, probably thousands of

14 hours, as a community looking forward trying to figure out

15 what to do with this land.

16  After all of these studies and all of these hours,

17 all the investment, it is our position that it is not an

18 appropriate site.  In particular, we also don't -- we find

19 it unacceptable to displace businesses.  Here we are talking

20 as a society, as a community, how important it is for the

21 economic engine to keep firing.  And what would we do if we

22 had a 25-acre site displace any of the businesses in the

23 Bel-Red area, any of them?  Not acceptable.  Not acceptable

24 to us.

25  These businesses provide valuable resources, jobs,
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1 and B&O tax.  And that's important to us.  We support

2 businesses.  And we, as the Bridle Trails Community Club,

3 ask that you not place the site in the Bel-Red corridor.

4  And thank you for the opportunity to speak.

5  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

6  MODERATOR:  Next we have Don Davidson.  And after

7 that, John Hempelmann.

8  If anyone else would like to sign up to speak,

9 please do so now and we'll get you in.

10  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Where's the sign-up sheet?

11  MODERATOR:  In the back of the room.

12  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Okay.

13  MR. BUTLER:  Mayor Davidson, welcome this evening.

14  MR. DAVIDSON:  Mayor Butler, it's very nice to see

15 you.

16  I'm, of course, going to talk about a subject you

17 heard me talk about many times.

18  You guys, are derelict in not getting a biologic

19 opinion from NOAA Fisheries.  Any time that you're in

20 wetlands, any time that you got the federal government even

21 recognizing a wetlands park -- urban park where they have

22 substantial amount of investment, they have substantial

23 amount of investment in the rail system itself, it's time

24 you ask for a biologic opinion from NOAA.

25  I have a little experience with this.  I'm
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1 currently on the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Council.  I am

2 still on the Puget Sound Recovery Council for Lake

3 Washington, Lake Sammamish, and Cedar River.  I've been on

4 the Council for 26 years.  And it's time that you take on

5 your responsibilities and ask for that biologic opinion from

6 NOAA.

7  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you major -- Mayor Davidson.

8  MODERATOR:  John Hempelmann is next.

9  MR. HEMPLEMANN:  Thank you.

10  First, Mayor Butler, I want to thank you and honor

11 you for being here tonight.  There's no requirement that a

12 board member sit at a table and hear all these unhappy

13 people when one of your staff could have taken the comments

14 on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  So thank you

15 for coming.

16  As you know, I'm a smart growth advocate.  I'm the

17 immediate past chair of our Quality Growth Alliance, which

18 is the most diverse Smart Growth Alliance in the United

19 States.  And I've had the advantage as vice chair of the

20 Urban Land Institute Transit Oriented Development Council to

21 see light rail and heavy rail, mass transit systems and

22 operation and maintenance yards all over the United States.

23  And so I'm excited about what Sound Transit is

24 doing.  As you know, I'm a supporter of the Sound Transit

25 system.  I'm a supporter of an operation and maintenance
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1 satellite facility.  You're going to need it, a second one.

2  I'm just not a supporter of having it in any of

3 the four alternatives identified in the Draft Environmental

4 Impact Statement.  They are all within the magic quarter

5 mile -- well, the magic half mile, for sure, most of them

6 within the magic quarter mile of light rail stations, the

7 key focus for transit-oriented development.

8  And I should note that all of these locations have

9 relatively flat topography between the locations and the

10 stations.  So the quarter mile doesn't always work if it's

11 in downtown Seattle and you've got hills going all the way

12 up to Capital Hill.  But it works in each of the four sites

13 that have been identified.

14  So putting the Operation and Maintenance Satellite

15 Facility in any one of those sites is contrary to PSRC

16 policy.  It is contrary to Sound Transit policy when you

17 look at the Sound Transit board TOD policy adopted in

18 December of 2012.  It's obviously contrary to the comp plans

19 and development regulations of both Bellevue and Lynnwood,

20 who developed those with the encouragement, support, and

21 collaboration of Sound Transit.

22  And so now to say that it doesn't matter; we're

23 going to disregard all of those policies, is not a good way

24 for Sound Transit to act when they should be recognizing --

25 we recognize transit as the T in TOD.  But the objective of
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1 the T, the transit, is to connect people and jobs and

2 housing and transportation.

3   And so you'll say, We've got to put it somewhere,

4 John; and we've only got four sites.

5   You recall, in November of 2012 -- Mayor Butler,

6 you were there -- I said, Look for other alternatives even

7 if they're temporary.

8   You had several of your fellow board members who

9 said, We should look at where we might put it in the

10 expanded system if and when we get Sound Transit 3.

11   One of your board members, now your chair, raised

12 serious questions about putting it into areas that are --

13 that are prepared for TOD.

14   So it's a very tough call.  But I sincerely urge

15 you to look at other solutions for serving this need,

16 including temporary solutions, temporary storage of trains,

17 even temporary modular facilities that can then be resited

18 at the time you find the right site for it.

19  Thank you very much.

20  MODERATOR:  Thank you.

21  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

22  MODERATOR:  We have two more people signed up.

23 Ayele Dagne and David Plummer.

24  Ayele?

25  MR. DAGNE:  Thank you for giving me the



June 5, 2014

www.seadep.com 206.622.6661 * 800.657.1110 FAX: 206.622.6236
SEATTLE DEPOSITION REPORTERS, LLC

Page 45

1 opportunity to share with you my thoughts.

2  My name is Ayele Dagne.  I reside at 2618-127th

3 Avenue Northeast.

4  MR. BUTLER:  Just spell your name, please.

5  MODERATOR:  Yeah.

6  MR. DAGNE:  Ayele Dagne; A-Y-E-L-E, D-A-G-N-E.

7  I am a Bellevue resident for the past 20 years,

8 and I'm -- I also happen to be a Sound Transit -- I was a

9 Sound Transit employee.  I was their first IS manager, so I

10 like Sound Transit.

11  Unfortunately -- and Sound Transit is -- I have

12 always thought of it as a neighborhood connector, an

13 organization that connects neighborhoods.

14  Unfortunately, the site that has been selected for

15 the facility, is really, I think, a neighborhood destroyer

16 because we've got a nice neighborhood for children.  Kids

17 won't be able to walk as they used to to eateries, to

18 surrounding areas like McDonald's.  This is going to really

19 create a situation that is very different from where -- from

20 what we're used to.

21  And I think -- please, I implore you, do not let

22 them build the facility at 520 -- especially 520.

23  Thank you.

24  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

25  MODERATOR:  David Plummer is next.  And if
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1 there's -- is there anyone else who would like to speak?

2 Please sign up, or...

3  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I have a question.  Can you take

4 questions?

5  MODERATOR:  Actually, we don't take questions.

6 There is the open house.

7  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I'm just wondering if this is

8 being transcribed and made available later.  Are the

9 comments being recorded and transcribed?

10  MODERATOR:  Mm-hmm.

11  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Oh, good.  Good.

12  MODERATOR:  And then it will all be addressed in

13 the Final EIS.

14  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Okay.  So we'll be able to go

15 online and read the comments?

16  MR. HALE:  The comments will be reproduced in the

17 Final EIS with responses to all of the comments.  So that

18 won't be available until next year when we are working on

19 the Final EIS.  So the transcript of what's being said

20 tonight is not something that would be available until that

21 time.

22  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Until next year?

23  MR. HALE:  It will be part of the Final EIS.

24 Correct.

25  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  That's unusual.
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1  MR. BUTLER:  Mr. Plummer?

2  MR. PLUMMER:  Good evening.  I'm David Plummer.  I

3 reside in Bellevue.

4  The BNSF alternative appears to be the best choice

5 among the four alternatives that Sound Transit has depicted

6 in the DEIS for the proposed Operation and Maintenance

7 Satellite Facility.  I offer the following reasons for you

8 to consider in evaluating and coming to a decision on your

9 choice.

10  First, the life-cycle cost for the BNSF

11 alternative appear to be lowest of the four alternatives

12 considered.  The BNSF alternative displaces the lowest

13 number of existing land uses.  Although this alternative

14 could -- would result in only approximately 4 acres of land

15 being available for redevelopment, this area is close to the

16 proposed Spring District, and the proposed facility would

17 appear to be within walking distance of the proposed

18 120th Street east link station.  Thus any -- some, at least,

19 of the OMSF employees would have easy access to the site if

20 it were located where your DEIS depicts it.

21  I think -- I urge Sound Transit -- you people in

22 particular -- to consider that the past and present Bellevue

23 City Councils and staff have made the irrational and

24 unjustified decisions to rezone the Bel-Red area.  They did

25 this to enhance city tax revenue streams.  In doing so they
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1 chose to eliminate a broad, eclectic mix of employment and

2 land use opportunities for previous business and property

3 owners and adopted the most environmentally damaging land

4 use and zoning plans that were considered.

5  So I hope you'll look at the antecedents that led

6 to the current land use zones.  It's very important to

7 understand that.  I previously sent long histories to Sound

8 Transit, and I'd be happy to do it again.

9  Any location for the OMSF within the Bel-Red area

10 will be a significant benefit to the city of Bellevue

11 because it will provide a broad range of skilled employment

12 opportunities within the area.  According information Sound

13 Transit provided, they expect about 230 jobs would be

14 estimated to be required.

15  Last, should the BNSF alternative not prove

16 feasible, either the BNSF modified alternative or the SR 520

17 alternative would be preferrable over the Lynnwood

18 alternative since both of these, both of the Bel-Red area

19 alternatives, have significantly lower life-cycle costs.

20  I'd make one other comment regarding the DEIS,

21 which seems to have a rather significant deficiency

22 regarding the number of employees that are expected to be

23 employed at the facility for each of the alternatives.  I

24 couldn't find this in the DEIS, but I got information from

25 Sound Transit.
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1  So thank you.

2  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

3  MODERATOR:  Thank you.

4  Are there any other people that would like to --

5  MR. BANNON:  Good afternoon, Mayor Butler and

6 staff.

7  My name is Patrick Bannon, and I serve as

8 president of the Bellevue Downtown Association.

9  And last time I looked at a map, Bel-Red corridor

10 is not in downtown Bellevue, at least not officially.  But I

11 want --

12  AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Not yet.

13  MR. BANNON:  Not yet.

14  Well, I'd like to, tonight, at least reaffirm that

15 we're watching this issue closely and that we plan to weigh

16 in by the comment deadline.

17  But at least initially, based on review of the

18 Draft EIS, the major concern with the sites in Bellevue is

19 that they do not promote long-term success of the community

20 and they are incompatible with both Sound Transit's own

21 policies and the City's own policies around development that

22 will improve the community for many years to come.

23  So downtown is about the long-term success of the

24 community, and investments being made there need to

25 complement what is going to happen in the Bel-Red corridor.
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1 So not unlike what you've heard tonight from many of these

2 folks testifying, really ask Sound Transit to consider this,

3 the alternatives, and consider the future of Bellevue.

4  Thank you.

5  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

6  MODERATOR:  One more?

7  MR. RENN:  Yes.  I'm Dan Renn.  I'm the vice

8 president of the Wilburton Community Association our

9 neighborhood is just south of Eighth Street in this area.

10  MR. BUTLER:  Spell your name, please.

11  MR. RENN:  Daniel Renn, R-E-N-N.

12  And I just want to say whatever -- what most

13 people have said, that none of these sites are appropriate

14 for this facility.  It should be out at the end of where the

15 line is going to be eventually, out past Redmond some place.

16 And that's where you need to find a way to put it out there.

17  I was going to start out by saying, Go ahead and

18 put one of these sites in because it will completely ruin

19 the need for light rail.  And if we don't need light rail,

20 we can just leave it off the east side.

21  But I was afraid you might take me seriously, so I

22 won't say that.

23  MODERATOR:  Is there anyone else that would like

24 to speak tonight?

25  Hearing none, I'm going to turn it back to the
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1 panel.

2  MR. HALE:  Thank you, Jeanne.

3  I just wanted to say a couple of things.

4  First of all, thank you very much for taking the

5 time to come out this evening and participating in the open

6 house and provide your comments.

7  I want to reiterate that there are numerous ways

8 to provide comments.  You can pick up a comment form and

9 leave that here tonight or take with it you.  You can mail

10 that in later.  And we also have an e-mail address on our

11 project Web site.  And all of that information for how to do

12 that is in the next room at the open house.  And the comment

13 deadline does extend until June 23.

14  I also wanted to note that -- again, that all of

15 the comments that we hear, whether it's verbal testimony or

16 written comments, all of them will be reproduced in the

17 final EIS.  And there will be response provided to those.

18 That's anticipated next year.

19  And -- but at the close of the comment period,

20 after June, the Sound Transit Board would be expected to

21 identify a preferred alternative sometime later this summer

22 based on the technical analysis and the Draft EIS and also

23 on all the comments that have been received.  That's not a

24 final decision, but as it -- the name implies, it is an

25 indication of the Board's preference for location.



June 5, 2014

www.seadep.com 206.622.6661 * 800.657.1110 FAX: 206.622.6236
SEATTLE DEPOSITION REPORTERS, LLC

Page 52

1  And then after the Final EIS is issued, next year

2 in 2015, a final decision on the project would be made.

3  MR. BUTLER:  And one last time, is there anyone

4 else desiring to comment this evening?

5  So seeing no one, I want to --

6  MR. WHITE:  If I may?

7  My name is Roger White, W-H-I-T-E.  Knowing that I

8 didn't hear anything about -- and I know that the City of

9 Redmond would like to see the light rail moved into their

10 downtown area, but it would seem to me that Redmond is the

11 end of the line and that possibly Marymoor Park, an

12 industrial area, might be supported by the City of

13 Redmond -- not something that I know for sure -- but isn't

14 there a way that we can bridge over to get to that point so

15 that's at the end of the line?

16  That's an open-ended question.  I don't expect you

17 to answer it, but that's my comment.

18  Thank you.

19  MR. BUTLER:  Thank you.

20  And there is one other person in the back who

21 raised his hand.

22  Sir, if you'd come forward, please.

23  MR. BYRSKI:  Nervous.  I'm one of the 1 in 42

24 who's autistic.  My name's Mark Byrski, B-Y-R-S-K-I.

25  And I would basically like to make two points.
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1  Point 1 is the BNSF alternative site, I see that

2 as the best deal for the taxpayer.  The -- some of the land

3 at the International Paper site has already been purchased,

4 and I understand Sound Transit got a pretty good deal on

5 this land.  And as I can see, the BNSF alternative will be

6 the cheapest to build as a result and apparently among the

7 cheapest to operate afterward.

8  And what's more is I see another transit

9 maintenance facility being placed directly across the street

10 from an existing transit maintenance facility that

11 apparently will remain during this redevelopment.

12  And I want to point out one other thing.  I recall

13 reading in the Bellevue Reporter that there was a proposal

14 to put a big megachurch in that land.  And there was all

15 this talk of high-density development.  But I understand

16 there was another tax exempt property that contemplated to

17 be located there, a megachurch.  And so some -- so some of

18 these statements I've heard are coming across as a bit

19 disingenuous.

20  And the -- my other recommendation is the Redmond

21 thing.  Should these four alternatives fall through, please

22 consider the -- I think it was Potential Alternate E5,

23 putting it way out at the end of the line in Redmond near

24 Marymoor Park.  That's an industrial area now, you know,

25 filled with warehouses.  And what's more, that extends the
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1 line to Redmond sooner.

2  And I was wondering if Sound Transit could massage

3 the budget to make it happen, because, as I see it, the ST3

4 may not pass the polls.  The last transit issue to come up

5 for a vote did fail.  And I was wondering if they could kind

6 of massage the budget a bit to build at least a temporary

7 line to Redmond, maybe a temporary station out of wood and,

8 you know, gravel parking lot and -- you know.  Okay.

9  And you know, so if it falls through, I recommend

10 the Redmond location be revised and looked at.

11  Thank you very much.

12  MR. BUTLER:  Well, thank you.

13  So is there anyone else desiring to speak this

14 evening?

15  Seeing none, then, again, I want to thank everyone

16 for coming and sharing of your time, your comments as a part

17 of this public process.  And so I would close the -- the

18 hearing at whatever time it is right now.

19  MODERATOR:  6:45.

20  MR. BUTLER:  6:45.

21  And again, thank you for coming.  We are

22 adjourned.

23  (Proceedings concluded at 7:30 P.M.)

24  -o0o-

25
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1  C E R T I F I C A T E

2

3

4

5
  I, the undersigned officer of the Court and

6 Washington Certified Court Reporter, hereby certify that the
foregoing proceeding was taken stenographically before me

7 and transcribed under my direction;

8   That the transcript of the proceeding is a
full, true and correct transcript of the testimony,

9 including questions and answers made and taken at the time
of the foregoing proceeding;

10
  That I am neither attorney for nor a relative

11 or employee of any of the parties to the action; further,
that I am not a relative or employee of any attorney or

12 counsel employed by the parties hereto, nor financially
interested in its outcome.

13
  IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand

14 and seal this  day of        , 2014.

15

16

17
 _________________________

18  Kristin M. Vickery
 Certified Court Reporter, 3125
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Responses to Letter PH1, Bellevue Public Hearing Transcript 

Response to Comment PH1-1 

Comment noted. Please see Response to Common Comment 11 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH1-2 

Opposition to the build alternatives located in Bellevue due to potential impacts on future TOD has 
been noted. Please see responses to Common Comments 11, 12, 15, and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH1-3 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 10, 11, and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use (Table 3.3.1), states that only 
about 4% of land within the 0.25-mile radius from the 120th Avenue Station would be occupied by 
the OMSF, this excludes public right-of-way.  

Response to Comment PH1-4 

Opposition to alternative sites noted. Please see the responses to Common Comments 15 and 17 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment PH1-5 

Please see the response to Common Comment 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH1-6 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 11, 13, and 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH1-7 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to the displacement of local businesses has been noted. 
Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH1-8 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 11, 13 and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. Please also see response to Comment L2-51.  

Response to Comment PH1-9 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 11, 15, and 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment PH1-10 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 11 and 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. Please also see response to Comment L1-1. 

Response to Comment PH1-11 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 15 and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH1-12 

Please see response to Comment L2-51. Please also see the responses to Common Comments 15 and 
17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment PH1-13 

Opposition to the Preferred Alternative has been noted. Please see response to Comment L1-1.  

Response to Comment PH1-14 

Please see response to Comment L2-2.  

Response to Comment PH1-15 

Opposition to the Preferred Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment PH1-16 

Please see response to Comment I47-1 and I47-2. 

Response to Comment PH1-17 

Opposition to locating an OMSF within the Bel-Red Subarea noted; see response to Comment I47-2.  

Response to Comment PH1-18 

Please see the response to Comment L3-4.  

Response to Comment PH1-19 

Comment noted. Noise impacts on wildlife in the study areas of the build alternative sites in 
Bellevue are presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Sections 3.9.4.2, 3.9.4.3, and 3.9.4.5), of 
the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH1-19.5 

Opposition to the OMSF being located at any of the three build alternatives in Bellevue noted.  

Response to Comment PH1-20 

Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  
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Response to Comment PH1-21 

Please see response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH1-22 

Please see response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH1-23 

General approval of the project being located in Bellevue noted.  

Response to Comment PH1-24 

Please see response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH1-25 

Opposition to SR 520 due to difficulty of relocation has been noted. Please see the response to 
Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH1-26 

Please see response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment PH1-27 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment PH1-28 

Opposition to locating the OMSF in Bel-Red Subarea noted. Please see responses to Common 
Comments 10, 11, and 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. Please 
also see response to Comment L1-1.  

Response to Comment PH1-29 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) consultation with National Marine Fisheries Service was completed 
for the East Link project on December 7, 2010; and with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on February 
23, 2011. Endangered Species Act (ESA) consultation for the OMSF was completed on June 5, 2015.  

 Response to Comment PH1-30 

Please see response to Common Comment 13 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS. Please also see response to Comment L1-1. 
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Response to Comment PH1-31 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see response to Common Comment 8 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH1-32 

Support for the Preferred Alternative due to the lowest cost of all build alternatives, easy employee 
access to the site, and benefit to the Bel-Red Subarea has been noted. 

Response to Comment PH1-33 

Support for the SR 520 Alternative over the Lynnwood Alternative in the circumstance the Preferred 
Alternative is found to not be feasible has been noted.  

Response to Comment PH1-34 

Please see responses to Comment Letter I92.  

Response to Comment PH1-35 

Please see response to Comment L1-1, O1-1, and O1-2. 

Response to Comment PH1-36 

Opposition to all of the alternatives has been noted. Please see Chapter 5 of the Final EIS, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, the response to Common Comment 4, which responds to the comment 
regarding reconsidering an alternative site around Redmond. 

Response to Comment PH1-37 

Please see the response to Common Comment 4 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH1-38 

Support for the Preferred Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment PH1-39 

Please see the response to Common Comment 4 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  
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1  LYNNWOOD, WASHINGTON; TUESDAY, JUNE 3, 2014

2  5:30 P.M.

3  --o0o--

4

5  MODERATOR:  Hello, everyone.  Welcome.  We'd like

6 to get started.

7  My name is Jeanne Acutanza and I'm your moderator

8 this evening.  I'm a community engagement professional and

9 public facilitator.  I work very hard on multi-modal

10 projects.  So I'd like to thank all of you for coming

11 tonight.

12  And we have some elected officials.  I wanted to

13 just announce Mayor Nicola Smith is here from the City of

14 Lynnwood.  We've got Paul Roberts who is the vice chair of

15 the Sound Transit Board as well as the Everett City Council.

16 Loren Simmondson [sic] from the Lynnwood City Council is

17 also here, president of the Lynnwood City Council.  And

18 Stewart Mhyre from the Edmonds School District.  And I want

19 to thank them all for coming out, lovely evening.

20  Today's public hearing is being held to receive

21 comment on Sound Transit's proposed Link Operations and

22 Maintenance Satellite Facility and this project's Draft

23 Environmental Impact Statement.  This hearing tonight is one

24 of two public meetings hosted by Sound Transit about the

25 EIS.  And it complies with the National Environmental Policy
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1 Act as well as the State Environmental Policy Act of 1971.

2  We are here to listen to all your comments and not

3 be answering questions during your public testimony.  This

4 is our time to listen.  If you have questions, though,

5 please feel free to ask any of the staff in the open house

6 area that's running along with this meeting.  You walked

7 through that as you came in.

8  The public review and comment on the Draft EIS

9 will continue through January 23, 2014.  And your comments

10 help inform the choice between alternatives.  Your comments

11 will become part of the official record, and they will be

12 responded to in the Final EIS.

13  I'm your moderator.  I'm here to ensure that

14 every -- the hearing is conducted in an orderly fashion and

15 as -- and as many people as possible have an opportunity to

16 present or comment.

17  So at this time, if you would like to sign up to

18 speak tonight, I'd like you to -- have you sign up in the

19 back of the room.  You're welcome to.

20  In order to accommodate as many people as

21 possible, testimony is going to be limited to three minutes

22 per person, and we pretty strictly enforce the limit of

23 three minutes.  Our timekeeper will hold up a sign when your

24 time is almost up.

25  So the timer, you can watch it.  There's a green
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1 light on when you begin speaking.  When you have one minute

2 remaining, it starts to flash.  And then when the amber

3 light comes on, you have about 30 seconds.  When the red

4 light comes on, you'll hear a short beep meaning your time

5 is up so we'd like you to wrap it up.

6   I'm going to call three names -- names at the --

7 at a time to speed the process along.  The first name will

8 be the next speaker.  The next few names will follow in the

9 order called and should be prepared to come up and speak.

10 When I call your name, please come forward and speak into

11 the microphone.

12   We have a court reporter here to -- and she'll be

13 taking your testimony.  In order to ensure accuracy of your

14 comments, we would like to -- you to speak clearly into the

15 microphone and not too fast.

16   Please begin by stating your name and address --

17 spelling your last name will be very helpful -- and

18 identifying the name of the group -- of your organization,

19 if any, that you represent.

20   If you do not speak tonight or if you have a lot

21 of detailed technical comments and three minutes is too

22 brief for you, please submit written comments.  There's

23 forms in back of -- in the hallway.  And just reiterate,

24 those are just as important as oral testimony.

25  You may offer your comments on this project in
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1 several ways.  Sign up in the rear of the room, also welcome

2 to do that.  The court reporter will remain here through the

3 night to the end of the hearing.  And then complete a form,

4 and leave the comment form in the comment boxes in the back

5 of the room, so...

6  Any questions?

7  And you can also provide your comments by e-mail

8 or through the mail.  And the information to do so is in the

9 community guide.  There was information at the beginning at

10 the sign-in desk.

11  If you'd like to testify this evening and have not

12 signed up, please do so now.

13  Next, I'm going to introduce our panel which

14 includes Kent Hale, senior environmental planner working on

15 this project.

16  Kent?

17  MR. HALE:  Hi.  Thanks, Jeanne.

18  I just want to reiterate that we're encouraging

19 comments on the Draft EIS in a number of ways, as Jeanne

20 noted.  If you don't wish to speak and sign up to speak,

21 there's numerous ways you can provide comment through the

22 end of the comment period which is June -- ends June 23rd.

23  We have comment forms.  You can write those out

24 tonight and leave them with us or take it with you and send

25 it back to us later.  You can send them in by e-mail.  You
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1 can send them in by written letter.  Or if we close the

2 public hearing, our court reporter will be here through the

3 duration of the meeting.  You can speak directly to her, and

4 she'll record your comments.

5           The other thing I'd like to note is the purpose of

6 this comment period is to take your concerns and interests

7 about the analysis that's presented in the Draft

8 Environmental Impact Statement.  So we've analyzed a number

9 of issues.  And what we're looking for is your feedback on

10 clarifications, errors, concerns, that type of thing, to

11 help inform Sound Transit Board's decision-making process as

12 we move forward.

13           The other thing I'd note is that all of the

14 comments, whether they're given tonight or in writing, will

15 be part of the formal record.  They'll be responded to in

16 writing when we publish the Final Environmental Impact

17 Statement which would happen sometime mid -- mid to --

18 sometime between the middle of 2015 and -- or the end of

19 2015.

20           So that's all I want to say.

21           MODERATOR:  I'd like to turn it over to vice chair

22 Paul Roberts to open the meeting.

23           MR. ROBERTS:  Thanks, Jeanne.

24           And thanks, Kent.

25           And thanks to all of you for being here tonight.
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1  At the risk of repeating, we're here to listen

2 tonight and take your comments.  I think -- Kent, correct me

3 if I'm wrong -- June 23 is the comment deadline.  So if you

4 have additional comments and want to submit them in writing,

5 they can be submitted up until the 23rd of June.

6  Sound Transit has prepared the Draft EIS to

7 identify and describe potential environmental impacts

8 associated with the alternatives.  I think all of you are

9 probably familiar with the comparison of the alternatives.

10 And if you would like some additional information, as Kent

11 described, that information is outside of this room on the

12 story boards.  And the staff is there to answer questions

13 that you may have here tonight.  So we invite you to ask

14 them if you have them.

15  The EIS is first distributed as a draft document

16 so that the public and affected tribes, agencies, and

17 individuals and entities may review the document prior to

18 the preparation of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

19  The Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance

20 Satellite Facility -- that's a mouthful, and that's why we

21 call it the OMSF -- that project proposes to construct and

22 operate an OMSF facility to meet the needs of the expanded

23 light rail fleet and the vehicles in that fleet.  We call

24 them light rail vehicles, LRVs.  There's lots of acronyms in

25 this world.
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1  But to -- the OMSF facility is to house those

2 vehicles and the maintenance operations associated with

3 them.  They've been identified in the Sound Transit 2 plan

4 that was approved by the voters in 2008.  I think many of

5 you are aware that light rail is proposed to be at Lynnwood

6 by 2023.  So maintenance operations that are part of this

7 valuation are really there to serve the light rail cars that

8 will be in -- in this service by 2023.

9  The OMSF would be used to store, maintain, and

10 dispatch light rail vehicles for the daily service by

11 providing vehicle storage, light maintenance, cleaning,

12 staff administration facilities.

13  Four alternative sites have been proposed and have

14 been evaluated in this project -- they are all evaluated in

15 the Draft EIS -- one in Lynnwood and three in Bellevue,

16 Washington.

17  So we'll be taking public testimony tonight.

18 We'll now take testimony from members of the audience in the

19 order in which you have signed up to speak to us.

20  If you're planning to speak and have not signed

21 up, please do so in the back of the room.  And I think

22 someone can raise their hand where the sign-up sheet is in

23 case you're looking for it.

24  As a reminder, each person will have three minutes

25 to speak.  And please stay within the time allocated so that
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1 we can have everyone speak to us that wishes to speak.  And

2 you may also submit written comments, as we've explained

3 will -- written comments are welcome until the 23rd of June.

4  We'll now call upon members of the public to

5 provide comments.

6  MODERATOR:  So the first three names are William

7 Lider, he'd be first; Sharon Steele is next and then Loren

8 Simmonds.

9  So Mr. Lider, don't forget to give us your last

10 name, spell it.

11  MR. LIDER:  William Lider, 2526-205th Place

12 Southwest, Lynnwood, Washington.

13  Why are we even here tonight?  Sound Transit's put

14 forward a Draft EIS that is fatally flawed.  Sound Transit

15 cannot condemn the Edmonds School District's Cedar Valley

16 property and its property at its proposed north end

17 maintenance facility is worthless without the school

18 district's consent, and the school district is an unwilling

19 seller.

20  The project is dead on arrival.  Even if the

21 school board voted to sell their Cedar Valley site to Sound

22 Transit, there would likely be a recall effort launched to

23 remove the members of the school board who voted for the

24 sale.

25  There is extreme prejudice in the local community
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1 for a rail maintenance facility next to a residential

2 property due to noise, light, and other environmental

3 concerns.

4  I'm quite supportive of light rail transportation

5 and Sound Transit's extension to the north end.  But quite

6 frankly, somebody at Sound Transit needs to have their head

7 examined for proceeding with this fatally flawed EIS.

8  At this point in time, Sound Transit has no viable

9 option for a maintenance facility in Lynnwood, and you are

10 simply wasting our time and taxpayers' money pursuing this

11 fatally flawed project.

12  As a professional civil engineer, I've helped

13 design major portions of the Link light rail down Martin

14 Luther King Way and the city of Tukwila.  I know the

15 problems unique to light rail.

16  Originally, light rail was only funded as far as

17 south -- as the Southcenter Boulevard station over a mile

18 north of SeaTac Airport.  Sound Transit did the right thing

19 there and went back to the voters and got additional funding

20 approved to extend the light rail all the way to the

21 airport, major hub and logical endpoint destination.

22  As an alternative to the currently flawed project,

23 I urge Sound Transit to evaluate the property that I've

24 shown up there on my board that's bounded by I-5 to the east

25 and south and Alderwood Mall Parkway to the west and SR525
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1 to the north.  That drawing is to scale and shows the

2 current layout of the maintenance facility from your own

3 drawings.  With only a few minor design tweaks, this site

4 would meet Sound Transit's needs for a maintenance facility.

5  Much of the property east of the Alderwood Mall

6 Parkway between the Watermark Credit Union and Target store

7 is currently underdeveloped and under private ownership

8 subject to condemnation and street vacation.  There is no

9 residential properties nearby, so noise is not an issue.

10 The site is flat and totally covered with impervious

11 surface, so environmental impacts and grading costs are

12 minimal.

13  The Alderwood Mall would be an ideal destination

14 point and a logical temporary rail terminus.  The station

15 construction could be combined with the maintenance

16 facility.

17  MR. ROBERTS:  Excuse me, Mr. Lider.  Could you --

18 I was just going to let you wrap up.

19  MR. LIDER:  Okay.  I got two more paragraphs.

20 I'll be -- I'll be done here quickly.  I think there's only

21 about three other people that signed up.

22  MR. ROBERTS:  Well, that -- okay.  Go ahead.

23  MR. LIDER:  It appears that much of the property

24 is about to be redeveloped there, so Sound Transit needs to

25 act promptly if it wants to secure the development rights
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1 there.

2  So in conclusion, I urge Sound Transit to

3 immediately withdraw its fatally flawed DEIS from the Cedar

4 Valley maintenance facility and go back and obtain

5 additional funding and a evaluate potential Operation and

6 Maintenance Facility station at the Alderwood Mall.

7  Thank you.

8  MR. ROBERTS:  Thank you.

9  MODERATOR:  Next we have Sharon Steele.

10  MS. STEELE:  My name is Sharon Steele,

11 S-T-E-E-L-E.  I work on the site in question at 20311-52nd

12 Avenue West.  And I really appreciate progress and the light

13 rail coming to Lynnwood, but I'm violently opposed to a

14 Lynnwood site for the operations and maintenance yard for a

15 couple of reasons.  And I'll probably make up -- or I'll be

16 shorter than Mr. Lider.

17  No. 1, there's a very long-established

18 neighborhood there on this site which would be disrupted.

19  Second reason, there's a public building on the

20 site with six agencies, and we've already witnessed

21 disruption caused by just moving one of those agencies, and

22 it's been substantial.

23  And there's a long-established wetland in the area

24 which would be environmentally impacted.

25  And not to mention, the Edmonds School District
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1 issue which Mr. Lider brought up very vocally.

2  And finally, a viable site already exists.  In

3 fact, three of them already exist on the east side in an

4 industrial area which would not have the same kind of

5 environmental impact as the Lynnwood site.

6  I think rail lines will be progress, but they will

7 be enough of a disruption.  So I would like to enter my

8 comments for opposing this site.

9  MODERATOR:  Thank you.

10  Next we have Loren Simmonds, and after that

11 Stewart Mhyre.

12  MR. SIMMONDS:  Good evening.  My name is Loren

13 Simmonds, and I am the city council president representing

14 the City of Lynnwood this evening.  On behalf of the City of

15 Lynnwood, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to

16 provide comments.

17  The proposed OMSF plays a critical role in the

18 region's growing transportation network, and the siting of

19 this facility is not an easy decision.  The City of Lynnwood

20 has been engaged throughout the environmental review process

21 and will continue to do so.  We've gone on record, at least

22 several times, opposing the OMSF alternative within or

23 community.

24  The information that has come forth in the

25 environmental review also documents the negative impacts on
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1 the long-term operations of the entire Sound Transit system.

2 The following is a summary of the City's concerns:

3  One, the proposed Lynnwood site is located

4 directly across the street from an existing neighborhood

5 containing hundreds of affordable homes.  Existing

6 lower-income residents in Lynnwood will suffer the impacts

7 of OMSF.  And alternative sites are available that do not

8 have the adjacent residential development.

9  Two, the proposed OMSF would displace the existing

10 Washington State Department of Social and Health Services

11 from a location that is highly utilized within the immediate

12 vicinity and region.  Relocation of this facility would

13 impact those most vulnerable.

14  Three, those proposed uses would impact the

15 adjacent wetland and habitat relating to Scriber Creek as

16 well as Scriber Creek Park.  The Scriber Creek drainage

17 basin currently experiences flooding, and it would be made

18 worse in a storage capacity if this development is allowed

19 to go forward.

20  Four, the Lynnwood site creates multiple operation

21 deficiencies as stated in the DEIS.  These impacts include:

22 A, reduced evening headways; B, vehicle rotation

23 inefficiency; C, tunnel restrictions; D, service disruption;

24 and, E, higher acquisition billing and operational cost for

25 an alternative with many operational disadvantages.
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1  The Lynnwood Council, as you may already know, has

2 passed Resolution 2012-17 requesting that Sound Transit

3 remove this alternative for consideration.

4  My good people, that concludes my comments.  Thank

5 you.

6  MR. ROBERTS:  Thank you.

7  MODERATOR:  Next we have Stewart Mhyre.  And after

8 Stewart, we have Lisa Lotz.

9  MR. MHYRE:  Hi.  I'm Stewart Mhyre.  Mhyre is

10 M-H-Y-R-E.  I'm the executive director for business

11 operations for the Edmonds School District, 20420-68th

12 Avenue West here in Lynnwood.

13  We believe light rail coming to the community will

14 bring great expansion, great opportunities.  However, the

15 OMSF has some issues.

16  And as I have stated in previous public testimony

17 representing the school district, we have plans for our

18 site.  Those plans have been in place since 2006.  With the

19 passage of the bond issue in February that was overwhelming

20 approved and supported by our community, we now have funding

21 to move forward with our plans to move our transportation

22 and maintenance facility from its current location on

23 Alderwood Parkway to the site on 52nd Avenue.  We've begun

24 to engage the City of Lynnwood, architects, and we will be

25 moving forward with our facility.
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1  As the DEIS points out, the Lynnwood site is the

2 most expensive to acquire, most expensive to run.  We

3 believe that the alternatives in Bellevue will be the much

4 more -- a better place for the OMSF.

5  Thank you.

6  MR. ROBERTS:  Thank you.

7  MODERATOR:  Next we have Lisa Lotz.  Then after

8 Lisa, we have Mike McClure.

9  MS. LOTZ:  I'm Lisa Lots, L-O-T-Z.  I live on

10 200 -- or 54th and 206th.  So as the representative from

11 Edmonds School District mentioned that there has been plans

12 for many years to house the transportation center there.

13 And I see it, we've just be trading one transportation

14 center for another transportation center.  So I look at the

15 environmental impact of both of these.

16  So we have diesel buses driving on the streets

17 versus electric trains.  So I feel that there is a lesser

18 environmental impact to have the electric trains than to

19 have diesel buses.

20  Thanks.

21  MODERATOR:  Great.

22  Next we have Mike McClure.

23  If anyone else would like to sign up, that now

24 would be a great time to have you sign up in the back of the

25 room.  Thanks.
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1  MR. MCCLURE:  Hello.  My name is Mike McClure.

2 I'm a partner at MJR Development.

3  And we're the owner of the three-story, previously

4 mentioned building of 72,000 square feet on the site.  It's

5 located at the 20311-52nd Avenue in Lynnwood.  And we also

6 own two of the adjacent properties, which we have plans,

7 which are also funded and ready to go, for 50,000 square

8 feet next door.  We also developed the project right next

9 door too that houses Mayes Testing Engineers as well as the

10 RICE Group.

11  A few statistics on the building, the 72,000

12 square foot building.  It currently houses multiple state

13 agencies, including the Department of Social and Health

14 Services as well as the Department of Children and Family

15 Services, and has since we built it many years ago.

16  About 250 people work there, one of which spoke

17 tonight.  And they service thousands of people from north

18 King County and south Snohomish County and have for many

19 years.  These people often live and shop in the area.  And

20 the community would be severely affected as well as the

21 thousands of people that come to this building every day for

22 social services.

23  The tenants in the surrounding area will also be

24 affected.  To one side of us is a residential neighborhood

25 that was previously mentioned.  To another side of us is the
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1 Edmonds School District property, which we coincidentally

2 sold to them.

3  And there are -- we have personal experience with

4 the wetlands on the property.  Ironically, we spent a whole

5 lot of time and money protecting the wetlands and adhering

6 to the codes during the permit process.  I have lots of

7 information on that, if you would like.

8  But the environment would be significantly

9 affected as many of the studies have shown, as we had to

10 deal with in our development.  The water, air, the soil,

11 noise, the ecosystems, they all exist on this site.  Parks

12 and wetlands would also be affected.

13  So also surrounding us is the Edmonds School

14 District property that I mentioned as well as two other

15 businesses that would be displaced, Mayes Testing Engineers

16 and the RICE Group, which is a project we also developed a

17 few years ago.  These are businesses that are vested in the

18 Lynnwood community, and would be -- actually own their own

19 buildings, and would be displaced as a result of this

20 project.

21  So, in effect, you're affecting, with this

22 location, hundreds of employees, thousands of people that

23 come here every day for family services and social services,

24 as well as hundreds of people that shop and live in the area

25 every day.
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1  Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

2  MR. ROBERTS:  Thank you.

3  MODERATOR:  Thank you.

4  Is there anyone else that would like to step

5 forward?  Anyone else that has comments?

6  MR. ROBERTS:  If I may, Jeanne?

7  I would say that if anyone wishes to provide

8 further comments, I think we said we're prepared to do that

9 and have a court reporter to do that.

10  But I would like to say to all of you for being --

11 thank you for being here tonight.  And I would like to say

12 how much -- on behalf of Sound Transit, how much we

13 appreciate the relationship that we've had with the City of

14 Lynnwood in building this project, the City staff and the

15 City administration, and -- and the ongoing dialogue we've

16 had with your council.  And your council president was here

17 tonight.  He has -- he has certainly communicated with us at

18 Sound Transit.

19  As I say, we're in listening mode and will be

20 until the end of this month.  But our job is to take the

21 communication that we get from your community, from all of

22 you, and then bring that forward as the record.  And Sound

23 Transit Board will be making this decision sometime this --

24 later this year.  Whether it's July or August, or exactly

25 the date, that hasn't been determined yet.  And that will be
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1 determined, in part, by the comments we receive and the

2 information we receive through this environmental review

3 process and the hearings that we have scheduled, both here

4 and in Bellevue.

5   So I -- I don't want to stop anyone from telling

6 us anything that you want to tell us, but I also want to

7 invite you to either provide that information tonight or

8 provide it on the record by the 23rd of June, which is the

9 comment deadline.

10   MODERATOR:  Thank you.  And we'll be here waiting

11 for additional comment.  Otherwise, thank you.

12  MR. ROBERTS:  Thank you.

13   MS. GUHL:  Paula Guhl.  And my comment as of --

14 after reading the -- everything, I would have to agree with

15 what most everyone else has said regarding the Lynnwood

16 site.  I don't think it's a good site, all of the homes

17 nearby and with the wetlands and with the school district's

18 property.

19   And I just want to make sure that this record

20 shows that there are a lot of people here in Lynnwood who

21 have looked at the Lynnwood site and also gone to the

22 Bellevue site and believe the Bellevue site is much better.

23   MR. ROBERTS:  If I may just have your attention

24 for just one second.  Could I get your attention for just

25 one second.
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1  One of the documents that we had here tonight for

2 written comments indicates that the comment deadline is

3 July 23.  I think most of you heard me say, multiple times,

4 it's June 23.  The July 23 on this sheet is a typo, so it

5 doesn't change the -- I don't want anyone to be misinformed.

6 June 23 is the comment deadline.  So this -- notwithstanding

7 this typo, June 23 is the comment deadline for comments --

8 written -- submittal of written comments on the

9 environmental review.

10  (Proceedings concluded at 7:30 P.M.)

11  -o0o-
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1  C E R T I F I C A T E

2

3

4

5
  I, the undersigned officer of the Court and

6 Washington Certified Court Reporter, hereby certify that the
foregoing proceeding was taken stenographically before me

7 and transcribed under my direction;

8   That the transcript of the proceeding is a
full, true and correct transcript of the testimony,

9 including questions and answers made and taken at the time
of the foregoing proceeding;

10
  That I am neither attorney for nor a relative

11 or employee of any of the parties to the action; further,
that I am not a relative or employee of any attorney or

12 counsel employed by the parties hereto, nor financially
interested in its outcome.

13
  IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand

14 and seal this  day of        , 2014.

15

16

17
 _________________________

18  Kristin M. Vickery
 Certified Court Reporter, 3125

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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Responses to Letter PH2, Lynnwood Public Hearing Transcript 

Response to Comment PH2-1 

Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH2-2 

Please see response to Comment L2-67. 

Response to Comment PH2-3 

Please see responses to Comment Letter I72.  

Response to Comment PH2-4 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment PH2-5 

Concerns regarding neighborhood disruption under the Lynnwood Alternative have been noted. 
Impacts on neighborhoods and residents are addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Social Impacts, 
Community Facilities, and Neighborhoods, of the Final EIS. Please also see response to Common 
Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS for impacts on 
residents in the vicinity of Lynnwood Alternative. 

Response to Comment PH2-6 

Please see the response to Common Comment 21 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS, which responds to the comment regarding impacts on the Department of 
Social and Health Services building. 

Response to Comment PH2-7 

Impacts on wetlands from the Lynnwood Alternative are presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, 
Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.6), of the Final EIS. Please see response to Common Comment 27 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment PH2-8 

Comment has been noted. Please see response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS, which responds to the comment regarding Edmonds 
School District.  

Response to Comment PH2-9 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.  
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Response to Comment PH2-10 

 Please see response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of 
the Final EIS for impacts on residents in the vicinity of Lynnwood Alternative. 

Response to Comment PH2-11 

Please see Common Comment 21 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS, which responds to the comment regarding impacts on the DSHS building. 

Response to Comment PH2-12 

Analysis of impacts on Scriber Creek and Scriber Creek wetlands is presented in Chapter 3, 
Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.6), of the Final EIS. Impacts on Scriber Creek Park are 
presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.18, Parklands and Open Space (Section 3.18.4.6) of the Final EIS. 
Appendix E, Ecosystems Technical Report, acknowledges the potential for loss of flood storage 
capacity functions due to fill placement in Scriber Creek wetland. Please also see response to 
Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment PH2-13 

Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis, of the Final EIS describes the operational advantages and 
disadvantages of the Lynnwood Alternative compared with other alternatives.  

Response to Comment PH2-14 

The City of Lynnwood's opposition to siting the OMSF at the Lynnwood Alternative site has been 
noted. 

Response to Comment PH2-15 

Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH2-16 

Comment in support of having an OMSF with electric trains versus Edmond’s School District facility 
with diesel buses is noted.  

Response to Comment PH2-17 

Please see the response to Common Comment 21 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment PH2-18 

Please see responses to Common Comments 9 and 29 in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Response to Comment PH2-19 

Impacts on wetlands resulting from the Lynnwood Alternative are presented in Chapter 3, Section 
3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.6), of the Final EIS. Please see the response to Common Comment 27 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment PH2-20 

Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 3.9.4.6), of the Final EIS presents an analysis of impacts 
on Scriber Creek and Scriber Creek wetlands. Impacts on Lynnwood parks are presented in Chapter 
3, Section 3.18, Parklands and Open Space (Section 3.18.4.6). 

Response to Comment PH2-21 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to the displacement of businesses has been noted. 
Please see response to Comment B13-1.  

Response to Comment PH2-22 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to its proximity to homes, impacts on wetlands, and 
potential conflicts with the Edmonds School District’s property plans has been noted. Please see 
response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS for impacts on residents in the vicinity of the Lynnwood Alternative.  

Regarding the Edmonds School District plans, please see the response to Common Comment 9 in 
Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. Please also see the response to 
Common Comment 21 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS regarding 
wetland impacts at Scriber Creek.  

Response to Comment PH2-23 

Support of the three build alternatives located in Bellevue over the Lynnwood Alternative has been 
noted. 
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Letter PH3, Bellevue Public Hearing Comment Forms 
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Responses to Letter PH3, Bellevue Public Hearing Comment Forms 

Response to Comment PH3-1 

Support for the 5th Alternative has been noted; however, it is unclear from the comment to what the 
5th Alternative is referring. 

Response to Comment PH3-2 

Opposition to SR 520 Alternative due to impacts on property values has been noted. Please see the 
responses to Comment O10-9, above, and Common Comment 10 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH3-3 

Analysis of the impacts on Goff Creek is presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.9, Ecosystems (Section 
3.9.4.5), of the Final EIS. Please see the response to Common Comment 26 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment PH3-4 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative due to the displacement of local businesses has been noted. 
Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Land Use, of the Final EIS, new retail 
establishments would be developed near the SR 520 Alternative site as properties redevelop in the 
Bel-Red Subarea.  

Response to Comment PH3-5 

Support for the Preferred Alternative, BNSF Modified Alternative, and Lynnwood Alternative (if the 
sale of the Edmonds School District property occurs) over the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment PH3-6 

Support for the build alternatives located in Bellevue has been noted.  
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Letter PH4, Lynnwood Public Hearing Comment Form 
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Responses to Letter PH4, Lynnwood Public Hearing Comment Form 

Response to Comment PH4-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 
20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment PH4-2 

Please see the responses to Common Comments 8 and 20 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH4-3 

Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered (Section 2.3.1 and Table 2-2), of the Final EIS describes suggested 
alternatives, including an underground OMSF, and explains why this suggestion was not advanced. 
Please see the response to Common Comment 15 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment PH4-4 

Support for the Preferred Alternative over the SR 520 Alternative due to fewer negative impacts has 
been noted. 

Response to Comment PH4-5 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment PH4-6 

Please see the response to Common Comment 4 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH4-7 

Support for the Preferred Alternative, if a Redmond Alternative is not being considered, over the 
other build alternatives has been noted. 

Response to Comment PH4-8 

Support for the BNSF Modified Alternative as a second option to the Preferred Alternative has been 
noted. 

Response to Comment PH4-9 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative and the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted. Please see the 
response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final 
EIS. Chapter 3, Section 3.13, Hazardous Materials, identifies sites with known contamination within 
the study area.  
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One known medium-risk site and two known low-risk sites were identified within a 1/8-mile radius 
of the SR 520 Alternative site. Sound Transit would perform a level of environmental due diligence 
appropriate to the size and presumed past use of the property, as well as any property in the study 
area before acquisition. 

Response to Comment PH4-10 
Please see the responses to Common Comments 9, 27, and 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH4-11 
Support for the three build alternatives in Bellevue over the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment PH4-12 
Support for the Preferred Alternative over the other build alternatives due to fewer environmental 
impacts and costs has been noted. 

Response to Comment PH4-13 
Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment PH4-14 
Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to higher costs than the other build alternatives has 
been noted.  

Response to Comment PH4-15 
Comment noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH4-16 
Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment PH4-17 
Please see the response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH4-18 
Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to the site’s proximity to a residential neighborhood as 
compared to the other build alternatives has been noted.  

Response to Comment PH4-19 
Comment noted. Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for the Project, of the Final EIS explains that 
implementation of the proposed project would minimize system annual operating costs and support 
efficient and reliable light rail service.  
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Response to Comment PH4-20 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative has been noted.  

Response to Comment PH4-21 

Please see the response to Common Comment 27 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment 
Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment PH4-22 

Comment noted. Please see response to Comment I21-3.  

Response to Comment PH4-23 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to the need for the proposed storage tracks at a 
separate location in Bellevue has been noted. 

Response to Comment PH4-24 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative due to highest annual cost as compared to the other 
alternatives has been noted.  

Response to Comment PH4-25 

Fourteen parcels would be acquired for the Lynnwood Alternative, which would displace 14 uses. 
Sound Transit would provide relocation assistance to displaced businesses, as described in Chapter 
3, Section 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations, of this Final EIS. Therefore, it is likely that 
many of the displaced jobs would be relocated and not lost. However, the potential remains for some 
displaced businesses and jobs with specialized spatial needs to be required to relocate outside the 
city of Lynnwood. As described in Section 3.2, Sound Transit would compensate affected property 
owners according to the provisions specified in Sound Transit’s adopted Real Estate Property 
Acquisition and Relocation Policy, Procedures, and Guidelines (Resolution #R98-20-1). Sound 
Transit would comply with provisions of the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (49 CFR 24, as amended) and the State of Washington’s 
relocation and property acquisition regulations (WAC 468-100 and RCW 8.26). Benefits would vary, 
depending on the level of impact, available relocation options, and other factors. 

Response to Comment PH4-26 

Comment has been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 9 in Chapter 5, Public and 
Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment PH4-27 

Opposition to the Lynnwood Alternative and support of the three build alternatives in Bellevue has 
been noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 29 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS. Also, please note that the Lynnwood Alternative would not be a 
temporary site.  
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Response to Comment PH4-28 

Support for the Preferred Alternative over the other build alternatives has been noted.  
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SR 520 Postcard Comments 
Letters PC-1 through PC-56 



Comments received from individuals on a No Rail Yard SR 520 post card regarding the OMSF project are 
contained within this PDF.   
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Responses to Letter PC-1, Mike Bell 

Response to Comment PC-1 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-2, Jessie Amsted 

Response to Comment PC-2 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-3, Irene Kotulak 

Response to Comment PC-3 

Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-4, Sheri Proffitt 

Response to Comment PC-4 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-5, Charles Holt 

Response to Comment PC-5 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-6, Michele Partin 

Response to Comment PC-6 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-7, Katie Miller 

Response to Comment PC-7 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Responses to Letter PC-8, Amanda Braddock 

Response to Comment PC-8 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-9, Sheri Meyers 

Response to Comment PC-9 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-10, Laurence Duffield  

Response to Comment PC-10 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-11, George Terziyski 

Response to Comment PC-11 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-12, Teresa Sereno 

Response to Comment PC-12 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-13, Pablos H. 

Response to Comment PC-13  

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-14, Caitlin Sullivan 

Response to Comment PC-14 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  



 
 

Appendix I. Comments and Responses 
 

Link Light Rail Operations and Maintenance Satellite Facility 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  September 2015 

 
 

Responses to Letter PC-15, Elizabeth Schroeder 

Response to Comment PC-15 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-16, Kristin Barron 

Response to Comment PC-16 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-17, Diane Keck-Katona 

Response to Comment PC-17 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-18, Elma Duffield 

Response to Comment PC-18 

Opposition to the BNSF Alternative, BNSF Modified Alternative, and SR 520 Alternative has been 
noted. Please see the response to Common Comment 8 and 17 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency 
Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-19, Greg McClellan 

Response to Comment PC-19 

Support for the Preferred Alternative, as opposed to the SR 520 Alternative, has been noted. Please 
see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the 
Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-20, Amy Terziyski 

Response to Comment PC-20 

Please see the response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, 
of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-21, Larry Snyder 

Response to Comment PC-21 

Support for the Lynnwood Alternative over the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the 
response to Common Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Responses to Letter PC-22, Eric Jorgensen 

Response to Comment PC-22 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-23, Mansi Dalal 

Response to Comment PC-23 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-24, Terre Olson 

Response to Comment PC-24 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-25, Justin Cox 

Response to Comment PC-25 

Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocation, of the Final EIS acknowledges 
that implementation of the SR 520 Alternative would displace the most businesses, compared to the 
other build alternatives. While the SR 520 Alternative would have the greatest impact related to 
displace businesses, it would result in fewer impacts than the other build alternatives in other 
resource areas. Please refer to Chapter 4, Alternatives Analysis, of the Final EIS for a comparison 
between impacts of each build alternative.  

Responses to Letter PC-26, Julie Jacobson 

Response to Comment PC-26 

Opposition to the alternatives in Bellevue has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-27, Kevin Katona 

Response to Comment PC-27 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-28, Suzanne Hight 

Response to Comment PC-28 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Responses to Letter PC-29, Ed Scripps 

Response to Comment PC-29 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-30, Jeannine Alexander 

Response to Comment PC-30 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-31, Ben Nelson 

Response to Comment PC-31 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-32, Nicholas Merryman 

Response to Comment PC-32 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the responses to Common 
Comments 8 and 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-33, Rob Aigner 

Response to Comment PC-33 

Opposition to the build alternatives located in Bellevue has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-34, Ben Gulliford 

Response to Comment PC-34 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-35, Dan Linthicum 

Response to Comment PC-35 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Responses to Letter PC-36, Sam Lowell 

Response to Comment PC-36 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-37, Candice Duffield 

Response to Comment PC-37 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-38, Tamara T.  

Response to Comment PC-38 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-39, Mimi Grant 

Response to Comment PC-39 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-40, Anthony Phimphilavong 

Response to Comment PC-40 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-41, Cindy Angelo 

Response to Comment PC-41 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-42, Lisa Sabin 

Response to Comment PC-42 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-43, Arden James 

Response to Comment PC-43 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Responses to Letter PC-44, Diane Keck-Katona 

Response to Comment PC-44 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-45, Jennifer Jessup 

Response to Comment PC-45 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-46, Megan Larson 

Response to Comment PC-46 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-47, Menjke Li 

Response to Comment PC-47 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-48, Mary Lorette Beck 

Response to Comment PC-48 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-49, Zara Sarkisova 

Response to Comment PC-49 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-51, Wendy Kay Donnahoo 

Response to Comment PC-50 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the responses to Common 
Comments 8 and 16 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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Responses to Letter PC-51, Karen Gagne 

Response to Comment PC-51 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-52, Heather Burton 

Response to Comment PC-52 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-53, Michelle Chappon 

Response to Comment PC-53 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted.  

Responses to Letter PC-54, Joshua Chamuler 

Response to Comment PC-54 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-55, Tessa J. Woodyard 

Response to Comment PC-55 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  

Responses to Letter PC-56, Karen Escano 

Response to Comment PC-56 

Opposition to the SR 520 Alternative has been noted. Please see the response to Common 
Comment 8 in Chapter 5, Public and Agency Comment Summary, of the Final EIS.  
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